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Abstract
At a time when governments and the general public are increasingly concerned about
the local impacts of climate change, more municipalities are beginning to make climate
change adaptation a priority. In Massachusetts, a state program offers grants to cities
and towns to organize a stakeholder workshop that begins a conversation about local
adaptation. This study describes how the workshop unfolded in six municipalities across
the state. Through organizer interviews, observations, and a participant survey, this
research identifies common themes, successes, and challenges in the Municipal
Vulnerability Preparedness Program process and in local climate change adaptation
planning more broadly. Overall, organizers and participants felt the workshops were a
successful first step. To increase effectiveness, local organizers and the state program
should clarify goals, reinforce and strengthen workshop guidelines, ensure that key
stakeholders are present and able to collaborate, and be clear about communities’ next
steps.
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Preparing to Adapt: Massachusetts municipalities engaging
stakeholders in planning for climate change
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Introduction

A small group conversation in the MVP workshop in Mendon. Photo by Allan Jung, Milford Daily
News

Why do adaptation planning on the local level?
Adaptation, in the context of climate change, refers to efforts to protect people,
infrastructure, and the built environment from hazards such as increased heat, more
intense precipitation, sea level rise, and drought. Some of these impacts are already
being felt in places around the world; others are projected by climate models to
intensify in the coming decades. Conversations about adaptation to climate change are
increasingly moving out of academic and scientific circles and into the realm of policy
and planning in the United States, particularly at the state and municipal levels. In
addition, policymakers tend to believe that adaptation must take place on the local level
(Measham et al. 2011). Whereas greenhouse gas emissions occur all over the world, and
climate change mitigation must therefore occur at an international scale, the impacts of
climate change will vary from place to place: coastal areas will experience flooding from
rising seas, dry climates will encounter droughts and forest fires, wet climates will
experience more intense precipitation events. In addition, each municipality has a
different landscape of vulnerable populations and infrastructure that will require
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protection. Policymakers in individual cities and towns must therefore develop an
understanding of their specific climate change hazards and vulnerabilities to to develop
action plans that are specific to their local context.

Stakeholder engagement in adaptation
Practitioners who are beginning this planning in their communities, and well as
researchers identifying best practices for adaptation planning, have generally asserted
that to do this effectively requires many perspectives and a wide range of local
knowledge. The reasons for this are complex and vary in different contexts, and much of
the goal of this study is to explore the question of why stakeholders are/should be
engaged in the climate change adaptation process. However, there are generally two
overarching reasons given for why stakeholder engagement is important.
First is the notion that local stakeholders have unique knowledge that will lead
to a more effective, comprehensive adaptation plan. Climate projections, based on
global greenhouse gas emissions scenarios, are increasingly available at state and local
scales; recently the state of Massachusetts made such climate projections, downscaled
to the watershed level, publicly available. The data can provide a sense of how many
days over 90 degrees a region will experience, or how many inches of rain will constitute
a 100-year storm by 2070. However, local knowledge is needed to relate these hazards
to local vulnerabilities. Critical infrastructure, such as dams, power lines, wells, and train
tracks will be affected by climate hazards, as will the local population and the local
environment. Individuals who have expertise about in these different areas must
therefore contribute their knowledge to the adaptation planning process: highway
engineers can share what they know about how roads flood in specific places during
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storms, the director of a local senior center can share the concerns elders in their
community face during a heat wave, and members of a “friends” group for a local
nature preserve can identify the trees that are thriving or failing in the evolving local
climatic conditions. In this way, a diverse group of local stakeholders can paint a fuller
picture of what the local impacts of climate change will look like for a town, which can
then lead to a better sense of what needs to be done to make a municipality’s
infrastructure, people, and environment more resilient.
An alternative reason often given for stakeholder engagement is the need to
engage local decision-makers early in the adaptation process, to improve informationsharing, buy-in, and collaboration. This rationale emphasizes the need educate and
inform stakeholders about the impacts of climate change, and to help them understand
how it might affect their day-to-day work. A stakeholder workshop informs stakeholders
about what is expected to occur in the future, emphasizes the seriousness of local
climate change impacts, and sparks thinking about how this information will intersect
with their work in the future. From this perspective, a highway engineer should attend
the workshop so that she understands she will need to incorporate climate projections
as she builds a new culvert under the roadway; the senior center director can consider
operating his building as a cooling center during heat waves; and the local friends group
can make a plan to proactively plant more heat- and drought-resistant tree species in
the nature preserve. In addition, all of the stakeholders will understand that this is an
issue their community takes seriously, and will be more likely to reach out and
collaborate on future adaptation-related projects.
In practice, a combination of these two and other reasons are given for why
stakeholder engagement is important for climate change adaptation. This study
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attempts to review the reasons that experts, practitioners, and stakeholders themselves
give for why stakeholders should be involved. By understanding that the goals of
stakeholder engagement can vary, even within a particular municipality’s adaptation
planning process, those who are planning such engagement can design processes that
are better-suited to meet their specific, varied goals.

Adaptation planning in Massachusetts
At the local level, climate change adaptation work is being initiated from the bottom up
by municipal governments, nonprofit organizations, and concerned residents, and from
the top down by state governments. In Massachusetts, adaptation planning is being
driven by both local and state policies. Well-resourced municipalities, such as Cambridge
and Boston, and those particularly vulnerable to impacts such as sea level rise, such as
New Bedford and Plymouth, have all begun individual climate change adaptation efforts
in the past several years. On the state level, in 2016, Governor Charlie Baker signed an
executive order, Establishing an Integrated Climate Change Strategy for the
Commonwealth, a key piece of which involves coordinating planning among
Massachusetts cities and towns. As a result, the Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs launched a grant program in 2017 to assist municipalities in
beginning to consider their adaptation needs by convening local stakeholders (municipal
employees, local community organizations, large landowners and business leaders,
representatives of vulnerable communities, and others). This initiative, known as the
Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness (MVP) program, requires a stakeholder workshop
as a first step, after which municipalities will receive an “MVP” designation and become
eligible for additional state grants to assist with adaptation strategy implementation.
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This topic is therefore particularly timely not only because adaptation planning
is increasingly occurring nationwide in a piecemeal fashion, but also because in the state
of Massachusetts, a more coordinated effort is underway. In the current grant cycle, 71
municipalities are preparing to begin adaptation planning, most for the first time. Grants
for additional municipalities will be awarded next year. (Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs 2018) As Massachusetts attempts to implement climate change
adaptation planning on a large scale, in cities and towns of every size, region, and
demographic make-up, it will be valuable to consider how and if municipal employees
and other local practitioners are prepared to operationalize this. It will also be
important to understand the dynamics that develop between municipal employees,
local stakeholders, the wider community, and climate change adaptation experts during
this process, to maximize community benefits.

The case study model
To better understand the nuance and variety of how stakeholders are being engaged in
climate change adaptation in Massachusetts, I chose to study six municipalities in
greater depth: Arlington, Falmouth, Mendon, North Reading, Ware, and Weymouth. All
of these cities and towns held their MVP workshops between late January and late
March, and among them, they represent a wide range of demographic features,
historical circumstances, economic realities, and climate hazards. Case studies can be a
particularly useful method in situations that are both highly complex and contextdependent (Yin 2013). The case studies included here offer six different examples of
how the MVP process played out in real communities, each with a different and relevant
local context. By comparing findings across case studies as well as with the academic
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literature, it is possible to generalize beyond these cases themselves, and to develop
conceptual generalizations, or theories, about the case study findings (Yin 2013). In this
way, I’ve used qualitative data gathered from all six case studies to draw conclusions
and make recommendations about the MVP process.

Key questions
Using interviews, surveys, and observations in the six case study cities and towns, I’ve
attempted to understand several key questions about the program:
1. What are the goals of city and town planners, and other workshop organizers,
for the workshops? Are these goals being met?
2. What challenges do organizers encounter in planning and implementing their
workshops?
3. How does stakeholder engagement occur in this program, and what are the
reactions of stakeholders themselves?
4. How can workshops like these most effectively prepare municipalities to
implement climate change adaptation strategies?
Overall, this study seeks to explore the role these workshops can play for municipal
adaptation advocates, other local stakeholders, and for the wider communities in which
they are taking place. In doing so, I hope to illuminate the successes of the MVP
program, some possible drawbacks or missed opportunities, and finally some
suggestions for improving it as other cities and towns, both in Massachusetts and
beyond, begin local climate change adaptation planning in the future.
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Literature Review
Climate change planning at the municipal level
To the extent that municipal governments in the US have focused on climate change in
the past, much of that work has focused on climate change mitigation, which refers to
the reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. An early pioneer
in these efforts was ICLEI – Local Governments for Sustainability, founded in 1989. ICLEI
is an international network of local governments with numerous initiatives focused on
encouraging cities to adopt sustainable practices, many of which focus on climate
change mitigation. (ICLEI 2018) Other initiatives, such as CDP – formerly the Carbon
Disclosure Project – which provides a platform for over 500 cities to track their
emissions data, similarly emphasize a reduction of cities’ carbon footprints. (CDP 2018)
More recently, the Climate Mayors initiative engaged over 400 US mayors, who have
agreed to uphold their cities’ commitments to the Paris Agreement after the Trump
Administration withdrew the United States from that international agreement to curb
greenhouse gas emissions. (Climate Mayors 2018)
This focus on mitigation efforts may have emerged from a hope that we could
avert most climate change impacts through successful emissions reductions. A message
of prevention also resonated with the general public; it is more palatable to avoid
consequences such as natural disasters than to imagine confronting them. However, as
time went on and greenhouse gas emissions continued to rise in the US and
internationally, and as scientists began to document the climate change impacts that
have begun and will continue regardless of new mitigation efforts, the need to focus on
adaptation as well as mitigation has become evident. Adaptation can be defined as
reducing a municipality’s risk from climate impacts, thereby increasing resilience.
8

Vulnerable features of the community will include the natural environment, the built
environment, and the local society; all three of these overlapping elements must be
considered when municipalities engage in adaptation planning (Boswell et al. 2012).
Many local governments in areas that will be most affected by climate change, such as
large coastal cities, have begun to consider how their communities will be impacted, but
adaptation planning on the local level is only now moving into the mainstream.
The academic literature that focuses on climate change adaptation on the
municipal level, particularly in the US and other developed countries, is largely relatively
recent, and much of it has taken the form of case studies that examine how adaptation
planning has occurred in a specific city or group of cities. These studies offer insight into
how municipalities are beginning to consider climate change adaptation and how they
are engaging stakeholders in this process. They also provide recommendations to other
municipalities that may engage in this work in the future. Models such as the
Community Resilience Building workshop, the structure required by the state of
Massachusetts for participants in the MVP program, have been built based on these
recommendations.

Who is thinking about climate change adaptation?
Just as the transition of adaptation from the academic sphere into policy has been slow,
even now, the concept of adaptation has not fully entered the public discourse. In a
2010 study in East Boston and Everett, when researchers asked community members to
free-associate with the concept of “climate change,” participants suggested many words
that related to the causes of climate change (greenhouse gases, fossil fuels) and others
that related to its impacts (rising temperatures, flooding). However, no participants in
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that study mentioned any adaptation-related terms (Douglas et al. 2012). In part, this
may be due to the fact that, even now, many people in the US, even if they accept that
climate change is happening, believe that the effects will be felt by people far away both
spatially and temporally from themselves (Douglas et al. 2012). This disconnect between
an increasing sense of urgency from policymakers and a lack of awareness in the general
public points to a need for community engagement around local climate change
adaptation in the US.
In addition, climate change issues have tended to be pigeonholed as
“environmental” concerns. Perhaps for mitigation policy, this is somewhat accurate.
Since mitigation focuses on greenhouse gas-reducing actions such as promoting clean
energy sources, promoting active transportation, and even composting, it is unsurprising
that the individuals, organizations, and municipal departments spearheading these
efforts have been those with an environmental perspective, though mitigation certainly
aligns with public health and social justice priorities as well. Climate change adaptation,
however, is much more difficult to categorize in this way, as it will touch on a wide
range of issues, from transportation infrastructure to emergency management to local
land use regulations (Measham et al. 2011). As municipalities work to identity climate
hazards and local vulnerabilities, stakeholders with a wide range of backgrounds, not
just traditional “environmentalists” must be engaged.

The role of stakeholder engagement
Community participation and buy-in is, of course, necessary for any type of
policymaking, and is particularly expected at the local level (Burton and Mustelin 2013).
Indeed, new local adaptation policies simply will not be implemented if the public does
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not support them, and therefore, science and modeling must be integrated with existing
local planning and policy decision- making processes (Webler et al. 2016). Framed
another way, science alone can not provide the answers for how local adaptation
“should” be done; there is a very human element of the policymaking process that
requires that institutions, individuals in power, and the general public all contribute to
and facilitate adaptation (Javeline 2014). Climate change is also a classic “wicked
problem,” one which is exceedingly complex, and can’t be solved by experts alone.
(Sprain 2016) Beyond simply reaching a better solution, if stakeholders and members of
the community have a greater sense of buy-in, they are more likely to change their own
behaviors in ways that support and reinforce adaption priorities, thus making any
adaptation actions more successful. Accordingly, most major organizations, institutions
and frameworks calling for municipal adaptation planning include public participation at
some level (Payne 2016).
This study focuses on stakeholder participation, rather than public participation
more broadly. These different terms distinguish between individuals who participate in
a process to represent specific interests (stakeholders) and those who participate as
individuals exercising their democratic rights (the general public). (Sprain 2016, Picketts
et al. 2012) outline 5 reasons for local stakeholder engagement in the field of climate
change adaptation:
1. Local stakeholders possess important local knowledge of the unique social,
environmental and economic conditions of an area;
2. Engaging with local stakeholders promotes greater understanding and
awareness of climate change and its impacts;
3. Working with the community encourages future buy-in and support for
implementation;
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4. Adaptation success is best evaluated by those affected by and adapting to
impacts;
5. The public is more likely to listen to local stakeholders than external experts.

Webler et al. (2016) add that a local stakeholder process also helps to build local
collaboration between government departments as well as nonprofits and other local
actors, while Sprain (2016) notes that because adaptation is by necessity iterative
(adapting as things change over time), the relationships built through participation are
essential, and must be ongoing.
In the field of climate change adaptation, stakeholders will have a wide range of
priorities, and their identification of problems and solutions may thus be different from
those identified by planners and policymakers. O’Brien and Wolf (2010), in their
discussion of how values play into adaptation planning, note that any conversation with
community members must go beyond a presentation of scientific models and climate
science, into an exploration of why climate change impacts matter, to whom, and who
will be impacted in what ways. Hazard management research has also shown that the
public often has different priorities than the “experts,” which may lead to different
desired adaptation responses. (Webler et al. 2016) Within the group of stakeholders
who are engaged, then, interests will be heterogeneous, and sometimes no consensus
will emerge on priorities, or even on how to define the problems. (Measham et al. 2011)
Acknowledging these different priorities also introduces a paradox: different
stakeholders may have different concerns with respect to climate change, but it may be
impossible to participate in a process without a shared sense of the problem (Sprain
2016). In addition, some stakeholders may feel that other issues are more urgent or
important than adapting to climate change (Sprain 2016). As necessary as stakeholder
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engagement is, then, it is unlikely to make the outcomes of climate change adaptation
more straightforward.
It is also important to question why stakeholders might want to participate in
such a process. Studies have shown that people believe that local government has an
obligation to protect their cities from extreme weather, flooding, and other climate
change impacts (Akerlof et al. 2013, Kahan 2015). However, individuals may not feel
personally responsible, assuming that someone else -- the local government, the state
government, nonprofits, or others -- is attending to the problem (Hobson and Neimeyer
2011). In addition, even though people tend to feel local government should protect
them, if there is distrust of the local government, they may be reluctant to participate in
adaptation planning (Moser 2014). In the case of stakeholders who represent local
government agencies and departments, this may also be a very unfamiliar way of
thinking. Departments that engage with weather and climate impacts, ranging from
local departments of public works to emergency managers, have traditionally assumed
that climatic and environmental conditions will remain stable (Moser and Ekstrom
2013). The idea that these previously unchanging factors might, in fact, be changing can
be unwelcome, and make some stakeholders disinclined to participate. While robust
stakeholder participation will lead to better policies, then, or even make the difference
between an adaptation plan being created or not, it is not a foregone conclusion that
individuals will opt in to such a process.

Why is talking about climate change so difficult?
A significant body of literature focused on climate change communication has emerged
in the past fifteen years (Moser 2014). While some of this literature discusses mass
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communication, such as the role of the media, much of it focuses on effective
communication in the context of local community engagement. Susanne Moser (2014)
conducted a survey of dozens of studies on communication as it relates to local climate
change adaptation. A significant theme that emerged was a disconnect between the
researchers and scientists suggesting best practices, and the local practitioners, who
were largely operating without the benefit of this research. Numerous studies have
been undertaken in the past ten years to attempt to bridge that divide.
As a starting point, some researchers have attempted to study the American
public’s baseline views about climate change. One such study, in Maryland, identified six
types of climate change audiences, ranging from alarmed on one extreme to dismissive
on the other (Akerlof et al. 2013). Interestingly, they note some demographic trends:
85% of the people in the two most dismissive categories -- people who do not believe
climate change is occurring or is a problem -- are older men, for example. However,
there is wide variability across all demographic categories. This variability across the
population then raises the question: why do people hold such different, often opposing,
views about climate change?
Some researchers have noted that the limits of human cognition affect our
ability to conceive of both the climate and climate change. Climate itself is a challenging
concept, since it reflects an average that can’t be observed at a single point in time
(Brace and Geoghegan 2011). In addition, all climate change projections include a
certain amount of uncertainty. These built-in ranges are good science, but bad for
laypeople’s understanding of what climate scientists do and don’t know about future
climate change; uncertainty is cognitively difficult for people to grasp. (Morton 2011).
Therefore, much of what we feel we know about climate change is not based on
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personal experience or objective knowledge, but on ideology, and information gleaned
from sources we trust. Interestingly, ideology even impacts people’s impressions about
whether their local weather has changed (Akerlof et al. 2016, Goebbert et al. 2012); in
this way, political opinions can change the way we perceive our own realities.
Dan Kahan has written extensively about the challenge of reconciling what we
know with who we are, in the context of climate change. His research has shown that
people’s assertions about climate science -- like evolution, or other politically-charged
issues -- are driven much more by ideology than by an individual’s scientific reasoning
ability. People are very committed to their own integrity in forming their opinions;
therefore, people tend to assert either that climate change is happening, is caused by
humans, and is harmful -- or that none of that is true. To split up those facts -- for
example, by denying that climate change is human-caused and harmful, while accepting
that it is occurring -- would undermine an individual’s internal consistency and integrity,
something that people avoid (Kahan 2015). Kahan suggests that we must find
opportunities for people to engage constructively with climate science without
disavowing their own cultural identities: if people are forced to choose, maintaining
their identity will take priority. The political culture in the US tends to offer two sides to
every issue: pro or con, liberal or conservative, Democrat or Republican. These binaries
exacerbate the problem that Kahan identifies -- people feel that they must choose to
either believe in or deny climate change, with no room for more nuanced
understandings (Gastil et al. 2016).
Similarly, O’Brien and Wolf (2010) write that people may have a hard time
“understanding” climate science because it clashes with their worldviews. In some cases
this may mean, like Kahan, that it conflicts with a particular political identity, such as
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social conservatism, but it may also be difficult to reconcile with an understanding of
how nature and society interact. Humans are accustomed to experiencing nature and
weather as separate from human-made cities and societies, and it is simply difficult for
us to understand that the weather itself may be, in some sense, human-made.
The notion that humans are irrevocably altering the climate can also lead to a
sense of grief or loss. People develop strong attachments to the places they live,
whether it’s a place their ancestors have lived for generations, or as new immigrants
who have built community over years or decades (Douglas et al. 2011). A change in the
climate alters that sense of a familiar place in a way that is confusing and disturbing
(Adger et al. 2013). This sense of loss of a home or place may actually exacerbate
opposition to taking action: because planning for climate change adaptation requires
people to think about personal losses of land, community, and familiar places, the sense
of sadness and loss these topics bring up may actually drive political resistance to
adaptation (Moser 2013). However, researchers have noted that this attachment to
place can also present opportunities for community engagement, since people may be
more likely to want to protect places they care about (Moser 2014, Adger et al. 2013). In
this complex case, if residents’ attachment and commitment to a place is honored,
public engagement will be more successful.
It is also important to recognize equity issues in considering the challenges of
engaging the community around this issue. Researchers have noted that low-income
people tend to have other, more immediate local priorities than climate change
adaptation, such as policing, drugs, or trash in the streets (Akerlof et al. 2016).
Deprioritizing climate adaptation or becoming disengaged from this issue does not
necessarily imply that low-income or marginalized individuals are not aware of the risks
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of climate change, but rather, that they are experiencing more immediate needs that
are not being met.
Finally, the implications of climate change adaptation may not be in some
people’s self-interest, particularly in the short term. For example, local government
officials may experience a catch-22 situation in climate change adaptation processes:
they need funding for local adaptation, but they will lose sources of funding in some
cases if properties that are vulnerable to climate change decline in value (Hurlimann et
al. 2014). Similarly, adaptation can be very politically unpopular if it is seen as restricting
development, and thus sources of individual income or city revenue (Hurlimann 2014).

Barriers to municipal adaptation planning
Several barriers to adaptation planning have already been discussed above. When
municipal employees consider climate adaptation to be solely the purview of
environmental departments or organizations, when stakeholders are uncomfortable
talking about the issue, or simply when inertia to maintain the status quo is strong,
adaptation planning may not occur. Several sources in the literature attempt to
summarize and categorize the most significant barriers, based on studies of
municipalities that are attempting adaptation planning. Measham et al. (2011)
identified five major barriers to effective adaptation planning:
1. Lack of leadership (i.e., from the mayor or other key leader)
2. Competing priorities (few departments see climate change as “their” issue, and
relegate it to “environmental” groups)
3. Ineffective planning process
4. Information constraints (i.e., lack of local climate data)
5. Institutional constraints (local governments feel that authority on these issues
lies with the state or federal government)
17

Each of these barriers can be addressed through stakeholder engagement. Engaging
leaders (or those who influence leaders) builds their support for adaptation; bringing
stakeholders into conversation helps them to see climate change impacts as “their”
issue; engaging stakeholders in a well-facilitated first meeting sets the stage for effective
planning moving forward; working with experts reduces information gaps; and
encouraging stakeholders to consider who “owns” each issue or concern helps
municipalities to think beyond their own limited resources and authority.
Similarly, Moser and Ekstrom (2010, 2013) categorize barriers to adaptation
planning into three areas, which overlap with Measham’s, and which can similarly be
addressed through stakeholder engagement. They are: institutional governance;
attitudes, values, and motivations; and resources and funding. Boswell et al. (2012)
provide nearly the inverse of these lists: features that are necessary for successful
adaptation. These include political leadership, funding, diffusion of science, and an
iterative process. While there are some differences between each of these lists, they
demonstrate broad agreement about the elements that can hinder or support effective
climate change adaptation on the local level.
It is important to note that both Moser and Ekstrom (2010) and Boswell et al.
(2012) are identifying barriers to and best practices for adapting to climate change – not
barriers and best practices for planning for that adaptation, as communities are doing in
the MVP workshops in Massachusetts. However, a failure to move past the planning
stage is an important issue that they highlight. They note that many communities
become stuck in the understanding and planning stages. Thus, although successful
planning does not guarantee successful adaptation, it is a necessary precursor. If
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planning is not successful, communities will be unprepared for future climate change
impacts, leading to haphazard and sub-optimal adaptation strategies.

Best practices for community engagement in adaptation planning
In spite of these challenges, community engagement around climate change adaptation
is occurring, all over the country and with significant success. Fortunately, this work is
not only happening in isolation; researchers are publishing studies of these processes,
creating a rich and growing body of literature for future practitioners to draw from
(Picketts et al. 2012, Douglas et al. 2012, Webler et al. 2016, Moser and Ekstrom 2011).
Perhaps the most tried and tested finding is that engaging in deliberation is an
important way to circumvent many of the communication challenges described in the
previous section. When people are given the opportunity to deliberate with others in a
structured environment, they tend to be more open to adapting their views or
converging on commonalities (Gastil et al. 2016, Hobson and Niemeyer 2011). Unlike
the experience of mass communication, which is one-directional and unlikely to change
minds, interpersonal communication can lead to attitude and behavior change (Akerlof
et al. 2016). Another benefit of deliberation is that it helps participants internalize
information, leading to systems thinking, greater integration of knowledge, an
opportunity to contextualize their learning, and a higher degree of buy-in in the results
(Webler et al. 2016). Put simply, engaging stakeholders in a deliberative process enables
them to feel ownership of the ideas and develop nuanced opinions that may transcend
earlier, more rigid beliefs. In part, this effect may be the result of what Wong-Parodie
and Fishhoff (2015) refer to as self-affirmation theory. This theory hypothesizes that if
people are given an opportunity to affirm their identity, they may be more receptive to
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messages that would otherwise be in conflict with it. In a study, they found that people
who affirmed that they did not believe in climate change nevertheless were willing to
take action on adaptation if they were first given an opportunity to assert their beliefs.
Studies also found that it was essential to focus on solutions and actions, rather
than simply on the problems of climate change itself. This is true for two reasons: first
because if the focus is the problem of climate change, anyone who does not believe
climate change is occurring will feel alienated from the conversation (Kahan 2015,
Webler et al. 2016). However, an orientation toward solutions is also critical for
generating motivation and engagement. In addition, focusing on solutions also seems to
make people more willing to act, even in the face of uncertainty. One study showed that
focusing on the likelihood of negative impacts (i.e. “there is a 40% chance that this area
will flood in the future”) tended to make people less likely to act – perhaps because the
flood was uncertain. However, uncertainty does not have this immobilizing effect when
issues are framed in terms of action (for example, “if we build more green infrastructure
along the river, this area will be 40% less likely to flood”). In fact, this type of framing
makes people more likely to act (Morton et al. 2011). Learning about climate hazards is
overwhelming and frightening, but focusing on solutions enables participants to feel
empowered and, ultimately, safer.
While the field of climate change adaptation is new, it builds on the field of
hazard mitigation, which is familiar to many municipalities. All over the country, cities
and towns have created local hazard mitigation plans to ensure they are prepared in
case of emergency, and to gain access to Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) funding if a natural disaster occurs. Creating such a plan involves identifying
local hazards, vulnerabilities, and strengths, and the same process can be used in the
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case of climate change adaptation. However, it is also important for practitioners to
recognize two key differences between traditional hazard mitigation and climate change
adaptation. First, the hazards identified in each type of plan are overlapping, but not
exactly the same; hazards such as increasing temperatures are climate change hazards
that would not be included in a hazard mitigation plan. Second, hazard mitigation plans
use a history of past hazards to extrapolate future events. However, climate change
adaptation planning recognizes that as the climate changes, risks are changing.
Successful climate change adaptation plans must use projections of future hazards,
rather than the historical record, as a starting point (Bowell et al. 2012).
When stakeholder engagement is successful, people leave with a sense that
local adaptation strategies will enhance what’s already good about their community -regardless of what they believe about climate change. Douglas et al. (2012) refer to
these as “no regrets” strategies: projects that have co-benefits beyond climate
adaptation, from new public green spaces to greater community cohesion (Akerlof et al.
2016, Douglas et al. 2012). Framed a different way, successful community engagement
around climate change adaptation brings people together around commonalities, rather
than emphasizing their differences. Some researchers have noted that a focus on the
specific local place, and what stakeholders appreciate about it, tends to bring people
together around shared interests. If all participants realize that everyone in the room
cares about their community and wants to see it thrive, they are more likely to move
beyond differences in ideology and strategy to find common ground (Adger et al. 2011).
Finally, it is important to remember that participation is not a panacea, and that
including stakeholder participation in adaptation planning does not inherently lead to
better outcomes. It is certainly possible to incorporate stakeholder participation poorly,
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or at the wrong time in the process, which could actually reduce stakeholder support for
adaptation efforts. In addition, in some cases, decision makers may have specific
outcomes that they require; for example, they may need to implement urgent climate
change adaptation measures even if some stakeholders oppose such actions. Climate
change adaptation planning is never either fully democratic/inclusive or
technical/managerial; successful participation requires that planners know how and
when to provide opportunities for engagement (Few et al. 2007).

What does success look like?
Research in the field of climate change adaptation defines success in a variety of ways.
Rarely do studies actually attempt to evaluate whether an adaptation project was
successful in reducing the vulnerability of a particular feature to climate hazards such as
heat, precipitation, or sea level rise. This is largely because such projects are so new,
and many have not even been implemented yet. As a result, “success” must be
measured at this stage by whether the process of stakeholder engagement was
successful, and whether an adaptation plan is moving forward (Moser and Ekstrom
2013). Susanne Moser suggests that a successful adaptation initiative can have three
types of outcomes, in terms of a vision for the future: creating something tolerable or
livable in the face of challenges, keeping what we have now, or creating something
better than we have now.
For example, in the case of a major road that is currently prone to flooding, a town
could create a reverse 911 system to alert residents when a road floods, build barriers
to prevent the road from flooding, or invest in public transit and bike paths, with a goal
of ultimately reducing the number of car lanes on the road, thus taking it out of the
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flood zone. This third option is most desirable not only because it yields a better result,
but because it directly combats the sense of loss, and of deficits and threats, that can
permeate a conversation about climate change. All three are potential solutions to a
climate hazard, but the third, though it requires the most imagination, also has the most
potential benefit for the community.
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Methods
The Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness program
This project was possible only because of the Municipal Vulnerability Preparedness
(MVP) program, an initiative of Governor Charlie Baker’s Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs. Launched in 2017, the 71 municipalities currently participating in
the program are the first cohort to do so.

Figure 1: Municipalities participating in the 2017-18 MVP program. Municipalities that received
an MVP designation without undergoing the state’s workshop process are shown in a darker
color. Map from the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, MVP Program
Information.

The program provides a grant, roughly proportional in size to a city or town’s population
and ranging from $15,000 to $36,000, for municipalities to conduct a stakeholder
workshop focusing on climate change adaptation. The state also worked with The
Nature Conservancy to train dozens of consultants as “MVP providers” in a model called
the Community Resilience Building (CRB) workshop. Municipalities use their grant
primarily to pay these trained consultants to help plan and facilitate a climate change
adaptation workshop in their town. The state grant contract stipulates that the
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workshops should be eight hours long, and that they can take place on either one day or
two (broken into two four-hour blocks). The workshop includes presentations of climate
projection data provided by the state, which is downscaled to the watershed level, and
small-group work, in which stakeholders identify local climate hazards, local strengths
and vulnerability, and priority next steps. Participants write their ideas on a large matrix,
which is standard across all workshops, and on a large map of the city or town;
consultants then use these materials as well as small-group notes from designated notetakers to write up a report about the process. More information about the program,
including a link to the CRB workshop guide, can be found at mass.gov/municipalvulnerability-preparedness-program.
Fortuitously for my own research timeline, municipalities receiving the grant
began to hire their consultants in late 2017, and workshops were scheduled throughout
spring 2018. Therefore, thanks to this state initiative, I was able to find six case studies
conducting essentially the same workshop focused on climate change adaptation. On
the one hand this means I was able to see a relatively limited range of what climate
change adaptation planning can look like: I observed stakeholder workshops that
followed essentially the same structure in each municipality. However, this consistency
in content also allowed me to focus on what was different about how the workshops
played out in each community.

The case study model
I selected MVP workshops in six municipalities to use as in-depth case studies: Arlington,
Falmouth, Mendon, North Reading, Ware, and Weymouth. These cities and towns are
just six of the seventy-one municipalities currently engaged in climate change
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adaptation workshops through the MVP program, and just six of 351 cities and towns in
Massachusetts. And, in fact, there are real differences between these particular
municipalities and the state as a whole. Populations in the case study municipalities
ranged from 6,000 to 54,000, but no larger cities were included among the case studies.
In addition, while 17% of Massachusetts residents are people of color, none of my case
study towns come close to this percentage. The towns in this case study are thus much
whiter than the state average, a result of the people of color in Massachusetts being
concentrated in the larger cities, none of which were included in this study. Median
household income, meanwhile, included some towns that matched the state average
(Falmouth, Weymouth), with several (Arlington, Mendon, North Reading) significantly
higher and just one (Ware) significantly lower.
Table 1: Basic demographics for case study communities. All data from American Fact Finder,
2010 Census (population and race) and 2016 American Communities Survey (household income)

Population

Median
household income

Percent
people of color

Arlington

43,000

$98,000

12%

Falmouth

32,000

$68,000

6%

Mendon

6,000

$121,000

2%

North Reading

15,000

$120,000

4%

Ware

10,000

$50,000

4%

Weymouth

54,000

$70,000

9%

$71,000

17%

Massachusetts

It is not possible, therefore, to generalize about the effectiveness of all of the workshops
that are taking place, or the outcomes of future workshops, from this small sample.
Rather, the goal of this study is to identify commonalities and differences between the
case studies, and to highlight elements of the workshops that were effective or could
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have been improved. It is my hope that these findings, considered within the context of
these particular cases, may help other municipalities plan effective climate change
engagement in the context of their own communities.

Municipality selection
The six case study municipalities were chosen based on their availability. The grant cycle
that these towns are participating in runs until June 2018, and so many cities and towns
planned their workshops later than my academic deadlines allowed. Knowing that this
might be a constraint, I contacted all seventy-one towns conducting workshops in this
grant cycle, using the contact information that was shared with all grant recipient
communities. All but sixteen responded to me after just one or two emails; they were
generally interested to hear about the project and happy to help. However, when I
reached out in January, only a few towns had dates scheduled for their workshops. Of
those, two had already conducted theirs, making them ineligible for my study.
Ultimately, seven municipalities conducted their workshops within the timeframe of my
study and invited me to observe and two were taking place at exactly the same time;
this left me with six to include.
The selection of the case studies, then, was almost entirely outside of my
control: I included every municipality that fit within my time constraints (with the
exception of Manchester-by-the-Sea, whose workshop was at the same time as
Falmouth’s). That said, the case study communities are diverse in several ways: they
vary in terms of income, rural/urban character, history of industry, and proximity to
specific climate hazards (such as coastal flooding). This was fortunate, since it allowed
me to see a diverse range of concerns and attitudes with regard to climate change

27

impacts in the workshops I observed. As was mentioned above, though, the
communities I included are all very predominantly white, and none are large cities. In
addition, the case study towns aside from Ware all have median household incomes at
or above the state average. Ware is also an outlier among the case studies in that a
relatively high percentage (18%) of residents are living in poverty; the others all have
few residents living below the poverty line. As a result, my findings may be less relevant
for Massachusetts cities with larger populations, a larger percentage of nonwhite
residents, and higher rates of poverty, such as Lawrence, Lowell, Boston, Worcester, or
Springfield.

Interview process
For each municipality, I interviewed two members of the workshop planning team both
before and after the workshop took place. (The exceptions to this were Mendon and
Falmouth, where I interviewed just one person.) With the exception of one interview in
Arlington and one in North Reading, which were in person, these interviews took place
over the phone. They were scheduled once we had established over email that the
workshops were scheduled at a time that aligned with my timeline, and once the local
workshop planners had agreed to allow me to observe their process.
My goal in conducting the pre-workshop interviews was to learn how local
practitioners were conducting the planning process, what they envisioned would
happen during the workshops, and what they hoped the workshops would accomplish
in their city or town. To investigate this, I asked the following questions:
1. Who is your employer, and what is your job title?
2. How did you become a member of the MVP workshop core team?
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3. Describe the planning for your workshop. What kinds of preparation have you
done leading up to the workshop?
4. What tasks and responsibilities have you taken on to prepare for the workshop,
and what will your role be during the workshop itself?
5. Describe the process of identifying stakeholders to invite to the workshop. Who
do you think particularly needs to be there, and why? Do you anticipate that the
“right” people will attend?
6. How do you expect attendees will react to the workshop?
7. Are there challenges or trouble spots you anticipate encountering in the
workshop? Please describe them, and why you think they might arise.
8. What previous experience, if any, do you have in the field of climate change
adaptation? What other past experiences do you have that you expect will be
relevant to this project?
9. What resources have you found most useful in your planning process? (These
could be resources provided by the Executive Office of Energy and
Environmental Affairs or the Community Resilience Building workshop guide, or
others that you have found elsewhere.)
10. What unanswered questions or concerns do you have at this stage in your
workshop planning?
11. What do you hope the workshop accomplishes in your city/town?

After the workshop, I conducted a second interview with the same people. My goal for
this second, shorter interview was to understand how local practitioners’ experience of
the workshop matched their expectations and goals. I asked them the following
questions:
1. What are your overall impressions of how your workshop went?
2. Do you feel that the workshop went as planned? Were there any surprises? Any
particular type of preparation that really paid off?
3. How did you feel about who attended? Were there any key stakeholders who
were missing?
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4. How did stakeholders react to the content of the workshop? Did anything
surprise you?
5. What challenges did you encounter?
6. Did you feel that you were adequately prepared for your role in the workshop?
7. Was there any information, training, or experience you wish you’d had to
prepare for the workshop?
8. What do you feel the workshop accomplished?
9. What next steps does your city/town plan to take on climate change adaptation,
and what will your role be?
10. What advice would you give to other municipalities embarking on this process?

For both sets of interviews, I took typewritten notes as the interviewees talked,
including some direct quotes, but I did not do any audio recording. My analysis of the
interviews is based on these notes.

Workshop observations
In each case study town, I observed the workshop itself, which took place over eight
hours in one day in Weymouth and Falmouth and in two days in the other towns. I
observed the full eight hours in Mendon and Falmouth, seven hours in Weymouth, six
hours in Arlington and North Reading, and four in Ware, due to a combination of the
varying workshop formats in each town and my own scheduling constraints. In each
town, I was introduced at some point by the workshop organizers, so stakeholders were
aware that I was a graduate student doing a research project. In some cases, individuals
came up to me to talk about my project or about their impressions of the process; I
made notes about these conversations.
In each town, I took notes about the process (who presented information, how
the information was presented, how instructions were given, how stakeholders engaged
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with the process) as well as about the content of what people said as they were
participating in the workshops. As in the interviews, I sometimes wrote down direct
quotes, but mostly took descriptive notes about what I was observing. I did not make
audio or video recordings of any part of the workshops. During the small-group portion
of the workshops, I cycled among all of the groups in the room and took notes in each.
Obviously, I did not hear all of the conversations, since in most towns there were three
or four occurring simultaneously, but by rotating through the room, I was able to hear
from all of the workshop participants in each municipality. The exceptions to this were
in Arlington and Falmouth, where I was asked to be a scribe. In that case, all of my notes
came from one or two groups, as well as from the full-group portions of the agenda.
I attempted to be a neutral observer in each workshop, and avoided speaking in
small groups or otherwise influencing the process. However, there were one or two
occasions when I did speak, in a way that may have affected the workshop. The most
significant example was in North Reading where there were no small-group facilitators
at each table to guide the participants through the process. One group I was observing
was confused about what to write on the matrix, and had questions about what was
meant by “hazards” versus “features.” I spoke up to tell them how those terms had
been used in other MVP workshops I’d observed. While this participation may have
affected the group’s process, I decided in the moment that helping the group have a
more productive workshop experience was more useful than keeping my distance as an
observer.
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Survey collection
I also collected anonymous surveys at the end of each workshop I observed. In each
workshop, either I or an organizer made an announcement about my survey, and I
passed out paper surveys to participants. It was emphasized both verbally and in print
on the survey that the survey was optional but would be helpful to me in my research.
In all towns, response rates to the survey was good, with a majority of stakeholders
handing them back to me before leaving.
The survey consisted of a series of questions about their experience at the
workshop, and asked respondents to place their responses on a spectrum from “not at
all” to “very much.” Space was also provided for respondents to elaborate on their
answers to each question if they chose to. The full survey is included as an appendix.
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Case Studies

Figure 2: Case study municipalities

Arlington
Arlington is a town of about 43,000 residents (U.S. Census Bureau), with a municipal
budget of about $152 million for 2018 (Town of Arlington Annual Budget, 2018). It is a
suburb of Boston, located just outside of Cambridge, and many town residents
commute to Boston or Cambridge for work. 82% of Arlington residents are white, and
the median household income is about $98,000, with just 3.9% of Arlington’s population
living below the poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau). A town employee informed me that
Arlington is the densest town (among municipalities with a town form of government) in
Massachusetts.
Arlington is not on the coast, though it does include several bodies of water. Of
particular concern to residents during the workshop were Alewife Brook, located on the
southern border with Cambridge, and Mill Brook, which runs through the town. Both of
these brooks have a history of flooding and causing damage to local homes and
businesses.

33

Like many suburban communities, Arlington was initially rural, and later, several mills
were built along the Mill River. Arlington’s population increased significantly in the
1920s, once faster, more reliable transportation made it practical for those with Bostonbased jobs to live in Arlington. It has been a Boston suburb ever since, and residents are
proud of the Minuteman Bike Trail that runs through town and an abundance of local
green spaces and parks.

Arlington’s MVP Workshop
Arlington’s workshop took place over two days in late January and early February: the
first four hours on a Thursday evening and the second on a Friday morning a week later.
The core team was based in Arlington’s planning department, with support from other
town departments, including police, fire, engineering, health, recycling, and energy, and
several community members representing businesses and a local environmental group.
Through the MVP grant, they hired Kleinfelder, an engineering consulting firm that has
worked extensively with Cambridge on climate change adaptation issues, to facilitate
their workshop. Arlington provided data to Kleinfelder in preparation for the workshop;
organizers noted that some of data came from a fairly old hazard mitigation plan. In
addition, the town’s GIS technician created maps to use in the workshop.
In the hour before the workshop began, a team effort unfolded as volunteers
from Sustainable Arlington set up baked goods donated by Food Link, a local food
rescue nonprofit. The workshop took place in Arlington’s town hall; the first half in an
auditorium space that is a well-known community gathering place and the second in a
smaller room upstairs. About 30 people attended each session, including some who only
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attended one or the other, though most participated in both. Stakeholders included
town employees, members of the Board of Selectmen, business owners, or local
engaged citizens, with few representing state agencies. As the workshop began, the
town manager, members of the core planning team, and the lead facilitator from
Kleinfelder each spoke, welcoming attendees and providing some framing for the
importance of doing climate change adaptation work on a local scale. This was followed
by a presentation about local hazards, and small group work, in which attendees
identified local infrastructural, societal, and environmental features in town that might
be vulnerable to those hazards and marking them on large maps of Arlington. (I was not
able to observe the small group work on the first day of Arlington’s workshop.)
When the group convened the following week, the vulnerable features
identified in the previous session were recapped, and the consultants provided a short
presentation about different types of possible solutions, including green infrastructure.
The small groups then got back to work, this time without maps (“we need the maps!”
said one participant when he discovered they weren’t there). Participants then broke
back out into small groups to discuss possible actions Arlington should take, and to
prioritize their suggestions. Each group then presented their top priority actions to the
full room; many of the priority items for Arlington centered around storm water
management and precipitation-based flooding.
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Falmouth
Falmouth is located on Cape Cod, just over an hour from the Boston area, and is home
to the ferry to Martha’s Vineyard. According to the Census, Falmouth has 32,000 yearround residents, though the population increases to 105,000 in the height of the
summer season (Falmouth Economic Development and Industrial Corporation).
Falmouth’s budget for 2018 was about $128 million; this large budget reflects significant
service provision to both summer residents and tourists as well as year-round residents
(Town of Falmouth Fiscal Year 2018 Budget). Falmouth is 94% white, and the median
household income for year-round residents is $68,000, with about 8% of the year-round
population living in poverty (U.S. Census Bureau), though if summer residents were
included, the median income would likely increase significantly. During the workshop,
one participant noted that Falmouth is a large town in terms of land area; it includes
several village centers, including North Falmouth, East Falmouth, West Falmouth, and
Woods Hole.
Falmouth is a community defined by its location on the coast. One of the
workshop planners told me that the town has over 60 miles of open coastline, and most
of the population and infrastructure, including the downtown area, are clustered on the
coast. The coastal location is also central to Falmouth’s tourism economy; as one
participant in the workshop noted, "That's what they come for: beaches and bike paths,
and restaurants at night.” Falmouth is also home to a large scientific community in
Woods Hole, many of whom study oceanography and climate change. Falmouth
therefore has done significant work already with regard to coastal hazards from climate
change, and has a standing committee, called the Coastal Resiliency Action Committee
(CRAC), which was formed in May of 2017. Municipal employees, consultants, and CRAC
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members I spoke to distinguished between the work of the CRAC and the goals of the
MVP workshop in various ways: some said the MVP process would help to narrow the
focus of the CRAC; others felt the CRAC had a strong focus already and the MVP process
was primarily about access to grant funding; while others noted that the MVP workshop
was actually broader than the CRAC’s mission, and might help identify priorities that
could be acted on immediately, with minimal funding.

Falmouth’s MVP Workshop
Falmouth engaged two consultants, Woods Hole Group and Stantec, as their MVP
providers. Both are engineering firms, but while Stantec is very large and has a global
focus, Woods Hole Group is headquartered in Falmouth, and while it also works
elsewhere in the US and internationally, its staff of 50 is highly focused on Cape Cod.
The five members of the CRAC were involved in planning the workshop and identifying
stakeholders, as were several municipal employees, led by the conservation
administrator. Falmouth chose to hold their workshop for eight hours on a Saturday, in
an effort to draw in stakeholders who do not work for the town. In my pre-workshop
interview and during the workshop itself, organizers observed that this strategy hadn’t
been effective; the workshop was somewhat sparsely attended, with just 25
participants. Several individuals told me that they wished the workshop were betterattended, and that people beyond the “usual suspects” already involved in climate
change adaptation had been there. They noted the day and the time as barriers to
attendance, with stakeholders being unwilling to give up a whole Saturday for this
purpose.
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Falmouth’s MVP providers sent out a pre-workshop survey to all participants,
which asked stakeholders to identify their top climate hazards. On the day of the
workshop, the consultants began by introducing the top four hazards that had been
identified in the survey: coastal flooding, coastal erosion, sea level rise, and nor’easters/
snowstorms. At the outset, then, workshop participants in Falmouth knew they would
be focusing almost exclusively on sea level rise-related issues; neither heat nor
increased precipitation appeared in the top four. At one point during small-group
conversations, the facilitator reminded participants to focus not only on the coastal
parts of town, but also inland areas. A participant agreed, "Because this is vulnerability,
not coastal vulnerability." However, the selection of the top four hazards inevitably
focused the conversation around coastal issues.
The workshop in Falmouth followed a similar format to other towns, with a
presentation on climate change projections by the consultant followed by small group
discussions to identify vulnerabilities and strengths. At this point, several elected
officials, including two selectmen and a state representative, spoke about the
importance of this work. When the group reconvened after lunch, several participants
gave short presentations about climate resiliency work that is already underway,
representing organizations such as the Cape Cod Commission and the Association to
Preserve Cape Cod. The small groups then discussed solutions, and voted on top
priorities before closing for the day.

Mendon
Mendon is a small town of just under 6,000 residents (U.S. Census Bureau) with a
municipal budget of about $18 million (Town of Mendon Report of the Finance

38

Committee, 2018). Mendon is 98% white, with tiny fractions of the population being
people of color. Median household income is about $121,000, with less than 1% of the
population living below the poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau). Residents I spoke with
noted that Mendon is a high-income town for their area, compared to other nearby
towns.
Mendon is rural in character. It is far from the ocean and does not face any
direct threat from sea level rise. Mendon also does not have a public water supply; all
homes are on wells. A number of people noted during the workshop that wells do not
function without electrical power, which means that when a storm causes a power
outage, homes lose their water as well. In addition, the lack of a public water supply
means that the fire department uses small reservoirs for fighting fires, which can be
depleted during drought conditions, a particular concern since summer droughts are
expected to become more common as the climate changes.
The town of Mendon, when settled by Europeans, was originally very large in
land area, and it has since been divided into nine towns. As a result, it is sometimes
called “Mother Mendon,” a term I learned while chatting with a resident after the
workshop. Mendon, particularly the town’s lake, Lake Nipmuc, was a resort destination
in the early 1900s. Currently it is home to Massachusetts’ largest zoo, but is primarily a
bedroom community for those commuting elsewhere for work.

Mendon’s MVP Workshop
Mendon’s workshop took place on two consecutive Wednesday mornings in late
January and early February in a meeting space in the town hall. The key workshop
organizer was a resident who is not employed by the town. However, she is highly
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engaged in environmental issues of all kinds in Mendon; she serves on the town’s
Community Preservation Committee and Land Use Committee, and she noted that if
there’s any environmental concern in Mendon, people know to come to her. She also
worked closely with town employees on planning, including conducting pre-workshop
interviews and enlisting the town’s emergency manager to put together a presentation.
The Blackstone River Watershed Association was the consultant hired with grant funds;
BRWA worked with Mass Audubon to facilitate the workshop.
About thirty people attended each of the two workshops; a very similar turnout
to most other workshops I attended, and notable given Mendon’s small population. The
lead facilitator from the Blackstone River Watershed Association provided attendees
with a clear sense of the structure of the workshop, and another facilitator described
the maps that would be used, identifying the meaning and source of each data layer. A
third facilitator, from Mass Audubon, gave a presentation on climate change impacts in
Mendon. Following this, the town’s emergency manager gave his presentation, a slide
show heavy on historic photos of floods and other natural disasters in Mendon.
Participants then broke out into small groups where they discussed Mendon’s
top climate hazards and identified Mendon’s vulnerable features to those hazards.
Problem areas became hyper-local; one group labeled the town’s beaver dams on their
map. During the report-back at the end of the first day, many groups noted that
Mendon has a committed group of volunteer leaders, which is mostly a strength, though
those volunteers may require additional training that professionals would not need. The
group convened again the following week, and after a presentation on “nature-based
solutions” from a Mass Audubon facilitator, they got back to work in small groups. They
identified possible solutions to the vulnerabilities they’d identified last time, and then
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prioritized action items. As the groups worked, a reporter from the Milford Daily News
circulated around the room, taking photos for an article that was published the
following day. (Calzolaio 2018)

North Reading
North Reading is the northernmost case study town I observed, located not far from the
New Hampshire border. It has just under 15,000 residents, and the 2016 budget – the
most recent available online – was about $75 million (Town of North Reading Annual
Report 2016). It is 96% white, and the median household income here is nearly as high
as in Mendon, at 120,000, though with about 3% of residents living in poverty (U.S.
Census Bureau). During the workshop, a town employee noted that while people tend
to think of North Reading residents as uniformly high-income, there are some lowerincome people in smaller houses in some parts of town, many of whom are elderly.
North Reading is not on the coast, and residents highlighted precipitation-based
flooding and major storms – both summer and winter – as the most significant climate
hazards they expect to face. Two local water bodies – the Ipswich River and Martin’s
Pond – are historic sources of flooding in the town, and are expected to cause more
flooding in future years.
Though not far from the Boston area, the town has a rural feel, with houses
mostly spaced far apart on winding roads. While there is a historic town center, where
the high school and some of the oldest homes are located, businesses are scattered
throughout the town in small shopping centers. Formerly part of Reading, the town was
incorporated in 1853, fairly late for New England, and workshop attendees noted that
many of the houses and other buildings in town are relatively new. North Reading is
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located at the very fringe of what the Boston suburbs. One workshop planner I spoke to
noted that many of their neighboring communities have worked with MAPC (the
Boston-area regional planning commission) on hazard mitigation planning, but that
North Reading feels less connected to MAPC since they are so far out from the city.

North Reading’s MVP Workshop
In several ways, North Reading’s workshop was an outlier from the other MVP
workshops I observed. It was very small, with just 14 participants, making it feel more
like a meeting than like a significant town event. This casual feel was reinforced by the
fact that no elected officials or “figurehead” individuals (such as a town manager or
town councilors) were present, nor did anyone from the town make opening remarks to
the group about the significance of the workshop. The consultant, from a local
engineering firm called Green International Affiliates, has worked with North Reading on
a wide variety of projects for the past 20 years, so he had more shared knowledge with
the participants than in other towns I observed.
North Reading also followed the CRB workshop structure less closely than other
towns I observed. One way in which this manifested is that the consultant did not bring
additional small-group facilitators to the workshop, which was part of the format in
other towns. Likewise, there were no designated scribes in the small groups. Another
key difference was that there was no presentation to the full group about projected
local climate hazards. Whereas in other towns, either the consultant or a town
employee or both spoke to the group about the implications of climate change for
region, with varying degrees of familiarity and specificity, this was not included in North
Reading’s workshop.
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As a result, the small groups were less focused on climate change hazards in
their discussions, focusing more on hazards more generally. In the first group I
observed, both winter storms and extreme cold appeared on the list of the top 4
hazards, and although cold will, certainly, continue to be an issue for North Reading, it is
not the case that this will be a result of climate change. In some ways, the lack of
structure made space for participants to be leaders in the workshop, and even to do
some of the framing that did not occur in the presentation. For example, I heard one
participant note that climate change will cause "a change in the patterns of weather,” a
point that was often made by the facilitators in other communities. Often, however, the
lack of framing and direction allowed the groups to veer away from the topic of climate
change; the focus in both groups quickly turned to emergency preparedness. This
emphasis was reinforced on the second day of the workshop, when the consultant
began by going through the mitigation actions that the town had identified in their 2016
hazard mitigation plan, and then led the group in a process to match those actions to
the climate hazards they had identified. North Reading therefore offered an example of
a town that followed the workshop guidelines only loosely, retaining some of the
structure but de-emphasizing climate change specifically relative to other local hazards.

Ware
Ware is a former mill town of about 10,000 residents, located in Western
Massachusetts. While technically located in Hampshire County (along with Amherst,
Northampton, and other Pioneer Valley towns), it lies at the intersection of Hampshire,
Hampden, and Worcester counties, and residents noted that it doesn’t feel quite like
part of any of them. Its municipal budget in 2016 (the most recent I could find) was just
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under $34 million (2016 Annual Town Report of the Town of Ware, MA). The median
household income in Ware is just $50,000, the lowest by far of my case studies, with
18% of residents living below the poverty line. Residents in the workshop noted that
long-term residents are aging, while younger residents are suffering as a result of the
opioid crisis. In spite of its small size, Ware has its own school system, including a middle
school and high school, with over 1,000 students. Ware is racially fairly homogenous,
96% of residents are white (U.S. Census Bureau).
Ware is surrounded by rivers and tributaries, and the Quabbin Reservoir is also
partially located within Ware’s borders. The Quabbin is the infamous source of water to
the Boston area that was created in 1940 by flooding a valley and destroying four towns
that had been located there (Massachusetts Water Resources Authority). Many
residents noted that every road going in and out of Ware requires crossing a bridge, so
precipitation-based flooding was a key concern here. A recent “ice flood” closed one
bridge for a week earlier this winter, cutting off access to the town in one area.
The mills along the Ware River have been a key part of Ware’s history from the
very beginning. The first grain and sawmills were built in the early 1700s, but cotton
mills became dominant by the early 1800s, employing 6,000 people in their heyday in
the early 1900s. In the 1920s and 30s, however, the town’s large mill owners moved
their operations to the American South in search of cheaper labor. Workers in Ware
organized, ultimately buying a mill from the owners and continuing operations there.
This purchase, the first time in the US that employees purchased such a large
manufacturing facility, earned Ware the title “The Town that Can’t be Licked” and has
been a source of great pride for the town (Town of Ware, A Brief History). Today,
however, it is clear that Ware’s economic conditions are challenging. While some of the
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mills buildings have been repurposed as outlet stores, and for other uses, others are
vacant. Over the years, Ware has been the victim of both globalization, as cotton mills
moved South and then abroad, and of urbanization, as the regional population was
affected by the creation of the Quabbin Reservoir.

Ware’s MVP Workshop
Ware’s workshop was organized by the town’s planning office, and in spite of Ware’s
small size and relatively remote location, the individuals working on the workshop had
as much or more experience in the area of climate change adaptation as in any town I
visited. The core planning group for the workshop also included the town manager, a
representative from the building department, the emergency manager, an employee of
the department of public works, and a town council member. Ware hired a consultant
team from UMass Amherst who had worked with Springfield on climate change
adaptation previously, a selling point for the planning staff. Prior to the workshop, the
workshop organizers gave the consultant a physical tour of Ware, to orient them to the
many rivers and streams running through the town.
Ware’s workshop was structured somewhat differently from others. The typical
CRB process that all towns went through was consolidated into four hours on a Friday
morning in March. A later two-hour workshop was also scheduled, for stakeholders to
provide feedback to the consultants’ written report. At the four-hour workshop, just
over 20 local stakeholders gathered in a meeting room at Ware’s fire house, along with
the consulting team, which included undergraduate and graduate student facilitators
from UMass Amherst. As in the other municipalities, consultants set the stage by
offering background on both climate hazards in Ware and potential solutions.
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Once in small groups, the student facilitators began by reading some guiding
questions from the CRB workshop guide, a tactic I didn’t observe in other towns, and
that spurred good conversation. Participants discussed social problems that went
beyond climate change: for example, the idea that neighbors no longer know one
another, and that the opioid crisis has actually caused some older people to be fearful of
young people because of fears about drug use. Another issue Ware faces is the
significant percentage of the population who live in trailers, which are particularly
susceptible to heat and high winds. Others referenced the town’s aging industrial
infrastructure, including a sewer system with much higher capacity than the town
currently needs, but which is sorely in need of repairs. And still others noted Ware’s
current status as a drive-by town, one participant observed that traffic in Ware is all
“going from the Mass Pike to somewhere else.”
Throughout the day, in small groups and in the full-group report-back at the end
of the workshop, participants noted that Ware has always relied on community-based
solutions. They asserted, with a combination of pride and resignation, that people here
don’t expect that counties or the state will prioritize them; they need to help
themselves.

Weymouth
Weymouth is a city with a population of over 54,000 (U.S. Census Bureau), located on
Massachusetts’s South Shore, with a municipal budget of $162 million (City of
Weymouth 2018 Mayor’s Budget Presentation). Weymouth has historically been home
to a large Irish population, and was a destination for many Irish Americans leaving
Boston in the 1960s and 70s. Today, Weymouth is 91% white, with small percentages of
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residents of other races. Median household income is about $70,000, and nearly 8% of
the population live below the poverty line. (U.S. Census Bureau)
Weymouth is directly on the coast, with the northern part of the city abutting
Hingham Bay. Two rivers flow through the city into the ocean: the Fore River and the
Back River. It is therefore highly vulnerable to sea level rise and storm surge, and the
residents’ concerns were focused almost exclusively on that issue. Rather than having
one town center, Weymouth has three neighborhood centers, each with different
climate change concerns depending on their proximity to the ocean and the rivers. One
small area of town, the location of homes and a park, is on a narrow peninsula, a source
of concern since it could be cut off from the mainland in very high tides. As one
workshop organizer noted, Weymouth is “built on swamps and poor soils,” and so even
areas not directly on the coast are vulnerable to flooding.
Iron was discovered in Weymouth in the early 1800s, and for a time there was a
significant iron works there. This was followed by the shoe industry, which was a
significant economic force in the town for 150 years. Better, faster transportation
ultimately transformed Weymouth in the mid-20th century into the Boston suburb it
now is. (City of Weymouth, History)

Weymouth’s MVP Workshop
Weymouth’s MVP workshop was initially envisioned by a member of the conservation
commission, not a city employee himself but a former municipal employee in nearby
towns. It was ultimately largely organized by the conservation administrator, who
coordinated most aspects of the day, from pre-workshop interviews to developing a
packet for attendees to read in advance. Weymouth worked with Stantech, a consulting
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firm that had previously worked with Chelsea on climate adaptation planning. They
planned their workshop to take place for eight hours on just one day in early February,
in a large room in Weymouth High School.
Weymouth’s workshop, like others, began with remarks from the planning
director and other city leaders. Weymouth was the only municipality with a city form of
government among my case studies, and therefore the only one with a mayor, who also
provided some framing as the day began. The lead consultant offered some background
on the state’s MVP program, and provided some data on public opinion about climate
change in Norfolk county, where Weymouth is located, and another Stantech employee
then provided background on local climate change hazards. Throughout the opening
presentations, a local news outlet took video footage, and an article about the
workshop was published soon after in the local press (Baker 2018).
During the small group portion of the workshop, groups primarily discussed sea
level rise and storm surge, with other hazards receiving little attention throughout the
day. Similarly, when the conversation turned to solutions to these vulnerabilities, the
solution discussed most often was seawalls, including both repairing Weymouth’s
existing seawalls and building new ones.
As the day ended, groups reported their priority actions to the full group. The
CRB workshop encourages facilitators to help the group identify just a few priority
actions for the whole workshop, through a combination of discussion and voting. While
not all towns ultimately took this final step, Weymouth did, which proved to be
challenging to some participants. Facilitators emphasized that the priorities the group
identified would not represent a final decision about which strategies to implement
first.
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Key Findings
Between late January and late March, I attended nine MVP workshop sessions for a
total of about forty hours in six towns, interviewed ten municipal employees and local
volunteer leaders, and collected 99 participant surveys. The case studies provided me
with a wealth of data, and a huge range of insights into municipal climate adaptation
planning in Massachusetts. To focus my findings, the work of Bassett and Shandas
(2010) was helpful. In a review of climate action plans (CAPs), they asked a series of
questions about how and why municipalities choose to address climate change on the
local level:
1. Why do localities decide to undertake climate action planning?
2. What are the chief drivers of and obstacles to undertaking it at the local level?
3. How have localities structured their CAP processes?
4. What individuals or agencies are involved?
5. What types of actions or policies are localities adopting with their CAP
processes?
6. How do they determine which policies to adopt?

Because the MVP workshops were highly standardized, the structure (point 3, above) of
this process was fairly consistent across the six case study municipalities. And because
the MVP workshop process does not include a final step of officially adopting policies or
committing to actions, it is not yet possible to answer Bassett and Shandas’ final two
questions (points 5 and 6). However, their remaining questions, about why
municipalities choose to act (1), what their drivers and obstacles are (2), and which
stakeholders are involved (4) are the key questions that I sought to explore.
I’ve categorized these three elements of my findings under the headings of
workshop goals, workshop challenges, and stakeholder engagement. Some of my
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findings also relate to the unique features of the MVP program itself, and these findings
are discussed in terms of the role of the consultant, the local context, and the state
program as a whole. Finally, at the end of this discussion, I include some findings from
the participant surveys I collected in each municipality.

Workshop goals: stated and accomplished
As I interviewed workshop planners and observed workshops in action, a key theme that
emerged was the workshop goals, which I also explicitly asked about in interviews. Goals
articulated by the organizers, and during the workshops by both presenters and
attendees, fell into a few main categories:
1. Gathering specific local knowledge about local vulnerabilities and strengths
2. Gaining access to state funds
3. Bringing people together who don’t typically collaborate
4. Raising awareness and understanding about the local impacts of climate change
5. Beginning to make climate change adaptation part of ongoing initiatives
6. Setting the stage for policy change

This section includes a brief discussion of each of these goals, including where it
originates and whether it was generally accomplished by the workshops. This
information is also summarized in table 2.
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Table 2: Goals of the MVP workshops

Goal
Gathering local
knowledge

Whose goal?
CRB workshop guide;
facilitators

Access to state
grants
Bringing people
together
Raising awareness &
understanding

Municipal employees

Incorporate into
ongoing projects
Make policy change

Municipal employees,
participants
Facilitators, municipal
employees,
participants
Municipal employees
Municipal employees

Was it accomplished?
Knowledge was in the room, but may
not be significantly different from preworkshop climate adaptation priorities
MVP towns will be eligible; unknown
how much funding will be available.
Yes, but sometimes key stakeholders
were identified as missing
Yes, to varying degrees

Too early to know; positive signs
Too early to know

The publicly stated goal of the Community Resilience Building workshop is to tap into
local knowledge about climate change to create more effective, locally-appropriate
adaptation plans. CRB’s website describes the process this way: “Community Resilience
Building employs a unique community-driven process, rich with information,
experience, and dialogue, where participants identify top hazards, current challenges,
strengths, and priority actions to improve their community’s resilience to all natural and
climate-related hazards today, and in the future.” (Community Resilience Building Guide
and website) The focus in this description is clearly on participants identifying local
features to effectively adapt. Similarly, the Massachusetts Executive Office of Energy
and Environmental Affairs states, on their website about the program, that “the
program helps communities to: define extreme weather and natural and climate related
hazards; identify existing and future vulnerabilities and strengths; develop and prioritize
actions for the community, and identify opportunities to take action to reduce risk and
build resilience.” (Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 2018) This
description also emphasizes the workshop’s goal of information-gathering and planning
based on local knowledge.
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This goal was articulated occasionally by local practitioners in their preworkshop interviews. For example, one core team member, in reflecting on the
conversations he’d had with the local fire chief to prepare for their workshop,
appreciated that the fire chief could share specifically that “these [specific] power lines
came down in this [specific] wind event.” The goal of compiling local knowledge was
also mentioned by the facilitators during the workshops themselves, particularly when
describing the process to participants. For example, in one municipality a facilitator
described the goal of the workshop by noting that “we can get ideas from the data, but
it has to be proved by your experience and your knowledge.”
It is certainly the case that there was a lot of local knowledge in the room at
each workshop. In one town, for example, I observed a participant during a small group
session ask “How many buildings [do we have] in the town?” and the town’s assessor,
who was in the same group, responded right away with an exact number. However,
simply by virtue of who was asked to attend, it was a given that the goal of bringing a lot
of local knowledge together would be accomplished. The bigger question is whether
that local knowledge was actually being put to use to improve the town’s plans for
climate change adaptation. In many towns, the priorities stakeholders identified were
not notably different from what the workshop organizers told me they knew the town
needed to do before the workshop. It seems clear, then, that the workshops succeeded
in bringing together a lot of specific local knowledge, but whether that knowledge was
unique or new is less certain.
Another goal of the workshop, and perhaps the one that was articulated most
consistently, was simply access to state funding. This utilitarian goal is less about the
content or process of the workshop, or even who is present, and much more about
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simply having a workshop, obtaining a state “MVP” designation, and gaining access to
adaptation funding as a result. Unsurprisingly, this goal came up in every municipality,
and was mentioned most often by members of the workshop planning teams, though
sometimes by the consultants and participants as well. Some individuals noted that a
lack of sufficiently flexible funding for resiliency projects has been an issue in the past;
for example, one town tried to purchase a portable generator, which could be used on
town wells if they lost power, with a hazard mitigation grant. However, the grant was
not approved because hazard mitigation projects must have a fixed location, so a
portable generator wasn’t eligible. Workshop participants and planners expressed, in
each municipality, the hope that these new state grants would be better-matched to the
actual climate change hazards that they will face.
In many cases, workshop organizers did not mince words about this goal. When
I asked one town employee what the workshop accomplished, she noted right away
that they’d successfully done “what the state wants us to do for the money.” And
though this may seem somewhat crass, it is also highly realistic. Municipal governments
are well aware that they do not have the funds to implement climate change adaptation
projects that will be necessary to protect their communities. All of the organizers cited
an access to state and federal funds as a major draw of the program because they will
need these funds to adapt to climate hazards. As one organizer put it: “This is just the
beginning of a very, very long road, right?... communities are strapped for money and
resources… this will make [our town] eligible for more grant money, which is a big
draw.”
On a less tangible, and perhaps more idealistic note, organizers expressed that
they hoped the workshops would raise awareness and improve understanding about
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climate change among participants. Commonly, the workshop organizers were some of
the few – in some cases, perhaps the only – people in their municipalities who were
actively thinking about local climate change impacts. They had already grasped the
enormity of the task of adapting and saw the workshop as an opportunity to share their
understanding and gain allies in other local departments, organizations, and the wider
community. They often mentioned specific individuals or demographics who particularly
needed such education and information, such as the fire and police department, or the
business community.
Providing factual information about future hazards and motivating people to act
were goals that were mentioned in every town. One organizer expressed: “I hope it
sobers us up a little bit, in the sense of recognizing our vulnerabilities and the
seriousness of that which we’re facing.” An organizer in another municipality expressed
a similar goal framed in a more positive way: “I hope it instills people with an optimism
that they can make a difference and it can happen locally and we can get over the
hurdles it needs to get over.” In another town, organizers focused on the goal of
creating new flood maps, that could be used by residents and the local planning board
for the purpose of future information-sharing. Organizers there noted that new
developments are still being built in the future flood plain, and they felt that it was

important to make people aware of this. In several towns, workshop organizers
specifically stated that “key players” needed to be part of this education process,
because their buy-in would be needed to take action.
In post-workshop interviews, workshop planners told me that they felt this goal
had been accomplished. One mentioned that she’s been talking about low-impact
development for years, but that people didn’t understand how important it was; that it
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“seemed fluffy.” After the workshop, with a greater understanding of future
precipitation projections and flood risks, she felt that people might take it more
seriously. They also noted that not all of the learning was one-directional, from the
consultants to the participants. In one town, a workshop organizer felt that the
workshop had helped to build consensus, by bringing together a room of peers with
many different perspectives and finding that many prioritized the same things. As I
observed the workshops, I also saw examples of participants beginning to articulate
adaptation as “their” issue. For example in one town, during the workshop wrap-up,
people began spontaneously brainstorming about the best ways to advertise an
upcoming public listening session about this issue, indicating that they were now
invested in bringing this issue to the wider community. In another municipality, one of
the organizers reflected that she felt the workshop had elevated the topic of adaptation
in participants’ minds, bringing together people from many different departments, who
realized “okay, this is a priority, and we’re going to bring people together to figure out
what we need to do.”
Beyond just educating particular individuals, workshop organizers also noted
that a goal of the workshops was to bring together people who don’t typically
collaborate, and to help them see that their areas of focus are related. One workshop
organizer, in welcoming the group at the beginning of the workshop, observed that this
workshop was already successful because it brought so many different people together.
In another municipality, an organizer mentioned bringing together people who are “not
usually in a room together” as a key goal. Indeed, workshop organizers in nearly every
town used the specific phrasing of participants being “in a/the room.” Clearly, being
physically together for an eight-hour workshop was seen as a valuable goal. That said, it
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wasn’t always described as easy. In one municipality, an organizer noted that “it's sort
of a painful process to bring people together.” But he noted that it does serve the
purpose of generating new ideas, telling me “if you were sitting [alone] in your office,
couldn't come up with some of these things.”
Like the goal of getting MVP grant funding from the state, this particular goal
could be accomplished simply by holding the workshop, regardless of content, and so
unsurprisingly, in post-workshop interviews, the workshop organizers noted that this
goal had been accomplished. Good attendance of people with diverse roles was often
mentioned as a significant accomplishment of the workshops. In each town I observed,
the organizers chose to mix up small groups so that people who didn’t typically work
together could learn from each other, and after the workshops, they felt that this had
been a good choice, and that it promoted “cross-fertilization of ideas.” In one workshop,
I witnessed this firsthand, in a conversation in which a participant involved in building a
new town high school said to another, with flood prevention experience: “Are you on
the high school planning committee? Because you should be.” One workshop planner
suggested that now that they’ve worked together, maybe these stakeholders will call
each other to be in touch about adaptation issues. An organizer in another town
reflected that the workshop “got things off to a good start – a conversation like this has
never happened before. We got some significant stakeholders in the room, and it was a
good cross section of it, and we had a robust conversation. It was a good foundation
that will enable us to pull off in a good direction.”
Two other goals focused on the organizers’ hopes for post-workshop outcomes:
making climate change adaptation part of ongoing projects, and changing local policy. In
their pre-workshop interviews, organizers sometimes mentioned specific existing
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projects that they hoped might incorporate local climate change projections. For
example, two municipalities I profiled are in the process of developing a new master
plan, another was developing a capital improvement plan, and a third was in the process
of building a new senior center. In each case, workshop organizers said that they hoped
that individuals involved in each of these projects would be motivated by the workshop
to modify these existing projects to take climate change impacts into account. In one
case, an organizer noted that this kind of integration of climate change beyond purely
“environmental” programs is new. She remembered that ten years ago, someone
mentioned climate change and sea level rise in the context of a project “and nobody
really wanted to listen to that. Ten years ago, it wasn’t being done.” The organizers
hoped that these workshops might help stakeholders understand the broad implications
of climate change for all of their work.
While this goal can’t be meaningfully evaluated until much longer after the
workshops, there are signs that it was successful. In one town, on the second day of a
two-day workshop, the emergency manager got up to say that last week’s conversation
inspired him to have a conversation with facilities staff at a school, which is also the
town’s emergency shelter, about what the generator could power: water, heat, AC, and
so on. He felt that they now have more information than they had last week, and that
they’re working on improving the situation. This response, though early, is a hopeful
sign for future action on the part of stakeholders.
Workshop organizers and attendees also noted that the workshops could set
the stage for local policy change. As a core team member in one town noted, “You can
have all of the science, committees, and good intentions in the world, but if there’s no
policy-making momentum, you don’t get very far.” In his view, however, the MVP

57

workshop led to more than good intentions; it engaged policy-makers in this topic, and
he felt that they would act on what they’d learned. This sentiment was echoed in
another municipality, where an organizer noted that she was pleased that the mayor
and city council members attended; their political buy-in would be crucial for local
policy changes. In some municipalities, specific policy changes, such as stronger
wetlands bylaws, requirements for open space, and updated flood plain maps were
mentioned. Workshop organizers were pleased that decision-makers in those areas,
such as members of local conservation commissions, attended the workshops and might
take climate change impacts into account when making future policy decisions.

Workshop challenges: planning and moving forward
Another theme that emerged from my conversations and observations was that both
planning the workshop and translating it into action presented some challenges to
participating communities. These two types of challenges – planning and moving toward
action – are described here. Challenges relating to stakeholder recruitment and
responses are discussed in the following section.
Many of the planning challenges that core teams encountered were
summarized well by an individual in one city: “people are just not used to thinking this
way.” In other words, thinking about climate change as a local problem that needs to be
addressed through adaptation is new for everyone. This challenge presented itself in a
variety of different ways throughout the planning process in each municipality I studied.
Municipal employees, even those who are accustomed to thinking about hazard
mitigation, are not accustomed to considering climate change. One workshop organizer
noted that he had been part of vulnerability studies in the past, but noted that people
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didn’t consider climate change fifteen or twenty years ago: they were in reactionary
mode, not looking ahead to worsening conditions. Similarly, an employee in another
coastal town mentioned that ten or fifteen years ago, the town had a working group
looking at shorelines, but it was not specifically focused on climate change. While the
language of vulnerability assessment and hazard mitigation is not new, using models
and projections that indicate that future hazards will differ from historic ones is new to
everyone.
As a result, organizers encountered data gaps that made their planning more
difficult. While the state provided watershed-level climate change projections that
covers some climate hazards, such as average seasonal temperatures and the
magnitude of future precipitation events, many towns will still require local data to
anticipate issues such as localized flooding, and much of that data is out of date. One
town employee articulated it this way: “There’s data gaps that I don’t know that we can
get – we really wanted to capture precipitation flooding, and we have failing
infrastructure, stone walls and barriers that need to be replaced… and the data just
doesn’t really exist.” Even in municipalities that conveyed the current data effectively to
workshop participants, there were gaps in what was available, making the information
provided less certain than it could have been.
Workshop organizers also described feeling some uncertainty about how to best
present this huge topic in a constructive way. On the one hand, there were those who
were concerned about not repeating conversations that had happened elsewhere, often
with overlapping groups of people, such as in a hazard mitigation planning process. On
the other, some organizers were concerned that information had been presented in a
way that was hard to understand, by using technical terms without sufficient
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explanation. Beyond the familiarity of the issue, workshop organizers were also
uncertain about whether stakeholders would consider this issue to be a priority. A
workshop core team member in an inland town expressed that since they aren’t near
the ocean, climate change might feel less relevant to participants. Others mentioned
that simply talking about climate change can be a challenge with the full range of town
residents; these kinds of concerns about climate change denial and the politicization of
this issue are discussed in the stakeholder section below.
Workshop organizers also sometimes struggled to define their role in the
process. In one town, the two key members of the core team reflected that one had
been a planner for eighteen years, and the other had worked for the town for eleven.
They wanted to be very conscious of their own biases and background and to avoid
instilling those in the process, making space for stakeholders to define their own
priorities. A planner in another town echoed that sentiment, noting that she hoped the
workshop would allow her to hear new perspectives from the community: “I already
know what the town employees think.” The CRB process, however, requires that town
employees participate in the process as well, creating some tension for those who
would have preferred to hold back and hear more from others.
A final challenge in the planning process was a sense of uncertainty about the
process itself. Core team members in different municipalities had varying levels of
familiarity with the CRB workshop process and relied on their consultants to varying
degrees. In some towns, the workshop plans that municipal employees described to me
did not match the official guidelines of the state program; for example, one person
noted that her town had posted their MVP workshop in the local newspaper, even
though the workshop is defined as an invitation-only gathering. In another town, a
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municipal employee reflected after the workshop that they’d relied very heavily on the
consultant, and wished they’d had more back-and-forth with them in advance of the
workshop, in order to have more control of some aspects of the workshop. The fact that
this process was new to everyone often meant that municipal employees were figuring
it out as they went along, and often learning lessons about how they wished they’d
planned it only after the planning was done.
Another subset of challenges identified by both workshop planners and
participants focused on how, and whether, the workshops would lead to action. These
concerns fell into several categories: concerns about whether actionable next steps had
been identified, about the political process, about local authority, and most of all, about
access to funds.
In some cases, people I spoke to and observed questioned whether the priority
next steps identified in the workshop really could be acted on. This portion of the
workshop was probably the least consistent element from town to town – in some
cases, identified top priorities were very concrete actions, whereas in others, they were
more general areas of concern. In addition, some facilitators took the step of grouping
together similar priorities and having participants vote on the top three or four; in
others, the facilitator did not do one or both of these steps. As a result, workshops in
different towns ended with inconsistently clear next steps. In one town, priority items
were not actions at all, but instead, were broad categories such as “bylaws” and
“interdepartmental communication” and “water.” These will obviously need to be
broken down into more concrete steps before they can be acted upon. The issue of
unclear actions was compounded, in some cases, by participant confusion about the
prioritization process. In many towns, facilitators used a “dot voting” process to allow
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participants to rank their top choices, which sometimes led to unexpected issues rising
to the surface. One workshop leader reflected to me that the top five priorities her city
ended up with felt somewhat arbitrary, which she felt was a result of an unclear voting
process for participants.
Even when priorities were clear, widely-felt, and actionable, however, next
steps were still uncertain. One major reason given was the political process itself. In one
municipality with a town form of government, one of the workshop organizers noted
that “with the town process, it’s very difficult to make policy changes.” Town meetings
are usually just once a year, which slows down the process significantly. Not only is the
town meeting process slow, it will also involve people who were not in the workshops
and may have different ideas about climate change that were not represented during
the workshops. One workshop organizer told me that while she knows zoning or land
use changes will be needed to prevent local flooding in the future, she thinks those
initiatives would be met with opposition from local residents, who may not be as
supportive of climate change adaptation as the individuals who attended the
workshops.
Workshop organizers and participants worried not only about the need for
support from below, but also from above: many mentioned that next steps were
somewhat at the mercy of the state. One workshop organizer noted that the current
governor has been proactive on this issue, but that when he is out of office, "it will
probably be put on a shelf.” Another workshop planner noted that Massachusetts as a
whole is in a similar place with statewide climate change adaptation as municipalities
are, and that this is a challenge, because it would be helpful for towns and cities to have
the state as a model. She noted that smaller towns like to follow a larger entity, like the
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state, to demonstrate that there is buy-in around an issue like this, but that’s not
happening in this case.
Another key theme emerged around local authority, and whose role it was to
implement the ideas that emerged from the workshops. It was clear from the
conversations I had and observed that municipalities understand their limited governing
power, and were uncertain whether other players would take some of these projects
on. For example, one town expressed concern about inadequate staffing at the local fire
tower, which could help to reduce response time to fight forest fires, but noted that this
is a state budget issue that their town couldn’t control. In that same town, another
identified priority had to do with power lines, and there too, a participant noted that
the town “can’t require National Grid to do things.” In another town, a group came up
with an issue that would need to be acted on by the regional transit authority and the
group was momentarily stymied by the question of how the information would reach
them, and skeptical that their ideas would ever get to the correct people there. This
sense of a lack of local authority doesn’t only create a sense of helplessness, however; it
can also lead to inaction. In one town, a participant looked at a projected flood map and
said “My gut tells me this [flooding] isn’t going to happen – other communities are going
to need to deal with it.” In this case, the participant situated the power to act
elsewhere, and assumed that there was no need for their town to take action.
By far the most commonly-cited concern about taking action, however, had to
do with funding. In every municipality, both workshop organizers and participants
wondered where the funding would come from to take action. As one participant
mused, while participating in a dot-voting process to choose top priority actions, “we’ve
got five dots, but the town’s resources are so limited.” I often heard the concern that
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state funding seemed limited, nonexistent, or reliant on matching funds from the town.
In a coastal community, a participant told me that the town can get a grant to repair
their seawall, but the grant covers just 75% of a $1 million cost, so the town still needs
to come up with $250,000 – which it does not have. He noted that lots of great ideas
come out of workshops like this, but without funding to put them into practice. In
another town, a stakeholder noted that these processes would be more useful if there
were money for implementation guaranteed.

Stakeholder engagement: who attended and how they responded
The MVP process centers around a stakeholder workshop, so who was in the room and
their takeaways from the workshop are a crucial element. I asked workshop planners
directly about this both before and after the workshops, so many of the findings here,
particularly around who attended and how organizers thought they might react, come
from those interviews. However, a number of insights into stakeholder responses also
come from the workshop observations.
The CRB workshop guide provides significant guidance for municipalities around
who should participate, including a list of categories of stakeholders to invite as well as
lists of stakeholders and their affiliations from past workshops. Consultants also
provided input into the stakeholders lists. However, stakeholder lists and invitations
were one area in which municipal employees played a leading role. As the individuals
with relationships in their community, they had significant control over who was in the
room. One workshop planner told me that she’s worked in the town long enough to
know who might be interested, and reached out to them personally, observing that
“knowing who to invite is at least half the battle.” Another noted that she’d arranged for
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invitations to come from the mayor rather than from a volunteer member of the core
team, because the mayor’s invitation would be more likely to result in attendance.
Municipal employees in every case study town told me that they’d carefully
considered who to invite. In one town, a workshop planner described brainstorming
“who is particularly involved, and who is particularly affected” with respect to climate
change impacts. So, for example, they reached out to organizations representing people
who would be affected by flooding as well as those who would be responsible for
responding to natural disasters, such as the police and fire departments. In another
town, a municipal employee noted that elected officials, members of town committees,
and other “implementers” need to be well-represented, because their buy-in is
necessary for policymaking, while another workshop planner said that the stakeholders
should all be people who are well-connected to the community, so they could bring this
topic back to their constituencies. Most workshop planners felt that the business
community should be well-represented, and often mentioned reaching out to someone
else – an economic development coordinator, the local chamber of commerce – to help
identify the right people, since the individuals planning the workshops didn’t necessarily
have those relationships. Some municipalities particularly focused on vulnerable
populations, and ensured that people representing low-income housing, healthcare
providers, senior centers, and other service agencies were represented. Every town also
had unique stakeholders represented; Mendon, for example, is home to the largest zoo
in New England, and a zoo representative attended the workshop, while in Falmouth,
representatives from the scientific community in Woods Hole participated in the
workshop. It is clear that most municipalities were thoughtful about their list of invitees,

65

and in many cases, they were successful at leveraging their relationships to bring
together a diverse group of stakeholders.
However, in most cases workshop organizers expressed disappointment that
some invited stakeholders did not attend. One town regretted that no state agencies
(such as the Department of Environmental Protection or the Massachusetts Emergency
Management Agency) attended their workshop; another noted that most of the elected
officials stopped by only briefly, and a third mentioned that several key town employees
had a scheduling conflict that day. In another town, a workshop organizer mused that
individuals with a “more unique perspective” may have missed this meeting, leaving
attendees to believe that there is a consensus in town around climate change, when in
fact there might be some differing views.
It also seemed clear that the workshop content was better suited for some
attendees than others. In one town, most participants were municipal employees who
had worked on hazard mitigation together in the past; as a result, the workshop goal of
bringing people together to exchanges was less relevant. In another, a large number of
the attendees were scientists, and in this case, the presentation on climate hazards was
familiar to most participants. For any diverse group of stakeholders, some workshop
content will be more relevant for some than others. However, some workshops I
attended seemed to have a consistent mismatch between content and attendees that
would have been less pronounced if the group of participants was larger and more
diverse in terms of experience and knowledge. Workshop organizers in several towns
told me that it was difficult to recruit people to attend an eight-hour workshop. Some
municipal employees told me that union contracts and compensatory time made it
difficult for employees to attend; others wanted to invite large numbers of volunteer
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leaders, who would not be available on a weekday. One town chose to hold their
workshop on a Saturday for that very reason, only to find that many town employees
and others were unavailable that day. In spite of these challenges, however, most of the
workshops I observed were well-attended. And while most organizers could think of a
handful of individuals who should have attended and did not, most were satisfied
overall with the number and diversity of people in the room.
Getting stakeholders in the room might have been half the battle, but knowing
how to engage them once they were there was also essential. In most towns, before the
first workshop, organizers expressed some trepidation that there would be climate
change deniers in attendance. Recognizing the ways in which climate change acceptance
and political views are often linked, one organizer told me that 50% of her town voted
for Trump, and so she knew there were local climate skeptics. Another, colorfully, told
me that the general public had “their head in a sand dune” about climate change. In a
third town, a workshop organizer expected that the people who attend will be a selfselecting group. There might be others in town who wouldn’t support spending public
money on climate change, but they might simply choose not to attend.
Perhaps for some of these reasons, in no workshop I attended did climate
change denial become an issue. After one workshop, an organizer told me, “I was
worried that people were going to say ‘climate change is a hoax,’ because there are
people in the town and maybe even in the room who believe that, but I didn’t hear that
at all.” A member of a core team in another town described a planning meeting that had
taken place before the workshop: the building commissioner and DPW chair were there
and the planner expected them to be reserved, as “older gentlemen who are not
necessarily cognizant of what’s happening in climate science.” On the contrary, they
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were engaged, asked good questions, and provided examples of why the process was
needed. This was a welcome surprise to the organizer, who then approached the
workshop itself with greater confidence. Some, however, continued to recognize that
even stakeholders who are sitting quietly in a workshop, being polite, might not be fully
bought-in.
Workshop organizers strategized in advance about how to create participant
buy-in from the outset. In several towns, this meant relying on the popularity of a key
leader, such as the town manager, the mayor, or even the governor, and invoking that
person’s support for the workshop. Several towns had a local leader give opening
remarks; in one, a consultant began a presentation about nature-based solutions by
noting that green infrastructure is specifically mentioned in the governor’s executive
order on climate change. Core team members also noted that they hoped to portray
climate change adaptation as a fiscally-responsible policy. Nearly every planning team
member I spoke to mentioned that they planned to describe adaptation from an
economic perspective, and to compare the cost of adaptation to the very high cost of a
disaster for which the municipality was unprepared. In a more fiscally conservative
town, the workshop organizer noted that she needs to “keep getting state money so
people can’t make the argument that the town can’t afford it.” In these ways, workshop
planners adapted their messages to address the interests and concerns of the attendees
that they thought would be most resistant to a purely “environmental” message.
The stakeholders reacted to the content of the workshop in a range of ways. For
some, the presentations and small-group discussions provided an opportunity to share
stories of their own experience of climate hazards. In one small-group conversation, a
commercial property owner shared that his property which had never previously
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flooded, experienced over $100,000 worth of damage in a major rain event in July 2017.
This one experience was enough to convince him about the serious economic
implications of climate change. Another business owner in the same group mentioned
that his shopping center has flooded numerous times in the past ten years, and that he’s
had to hire someone to bring in moveable flood barricades now, saying “that’s why I’m
here.” Sometimes, personal stories became more about recent memory, as in another
town’s workshop, when, participants began talking about snow and high wind as
potential hazards. Recognizing that the workshop was happening during the string of
March 2018 nor’easters, one participant added “but maybe that’s just on my mind
because of what’s been going on.” Others reached further back into local history for
their anecdotes; a woman in one town told me that in the hurricane of 1951, the steeple
of a church blew off the roof and was dramatically driven in to the church’s sanctuary. In
some cases, stakeholders tied their anecdotes to trends driven by climate change. In
one workshop, the town’s emergency manager remarked that “every week there’s a
100-year storm” now, while in another town, a participant noted that the 15-foot high
tide that Massachusetts experienced on January 4 of this year might become the “new
normal” four or five times a year, when the projected three feet of sea level rise occurs.
Predictably, then, participants shared anecdotes about the weather, and in the best
case, they connected those stories to broader trends driven by climate change.
Workshop organizers, speaking to me before the workshops, sometimes
expressed concern that stakeholders would feel overwhelmed by the magnitude of the
problem. In one coastal town, an organizer told me how difficult the realization might
be that “you really can’t stop it, you can only sometimes react to it,” and that some
areas of their town may need to consider coastal retreat. Another organizer expected
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that people at her workshop might react with a mixture of optimism and despair. For
the most part, however, I did not observe participants seeming overwhelmed or
despairing in the workshops. For the most part, participants did not immediately leap to
disaster scenarios, instead focusing on tangible problems with solutions that could
largely be addressed through existing mechanisms. One municipal employee told me,
before the workshop, that she expected that the workshops would be high-energy, and
that it would be easy for participants to make connections between their roles and the
workshop content. In general, this was what happened; participants were engaged in
the process, asking clarifying questions and contributing what they knew. Some took
significant ownership of the process as well – in one case, a small group “rebelled” (their
word) against mapping socially vulnerable groups, as the facilitator had suggested,
because they didn’t feel those groups could be well-represented spatially on a map. In
that moment, it felt as though the participants really understood what they needed to
do, and modified the process to meet their goals.
Participant responses did sometimes fall flat or go off course. In some towns,
individuals who I would have expected to have a lot to contribute, such as the town
engineer, were very quiet while others dominated the conversation. In one small group,
I observed as a facilitator, noticing that only one of her participants was speaking,
prompted others to speak up, noting “you all have voices too.” The participants in her
group insisted that they didn’t have much to add because they didn’t work in the town,
perhaps indicating that the workshop hadn’t been framed in a way that drew them in.
Another pitfall, which was perhaps more difficult to avoid, was some participants’
inclination to focus on emergency preparedness at the exclusion of other topics. This is
something I observed in most workshops, and some workshop planners specifically told
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me, in their post-interview workshops, that they felt stakeholders focused on shortterm solutions at the exclusion of more preventative measures.
Most of the stakeholder reactions I observed, however, were positive. Perhaps
the highest praise came from one participant, who was an attendee from a neighboring
town. He got up during a break to talk with the consultant about how he could bring the
MVP program to his own community.

Participant survey results
I gleaned additional insight about stakeholder responses to the workshops from the
surveys that I distributed at the end of each workshop. Ultimately, the results of the
participant surveys across all six municipalities were quite similar, in spite of the
differences between the workshops. Rather than comparing results among
municipalities, therefore, I discuss them as a group here. However, the disaggregated
results for each municipality will be shared with local workshop organizers in each
municipality.
I received a similar number of surveys from most municipalities, with the
exception of North Reading, which had a significantly smaller number of participants
overall (10-14 compared to 20-30 in other locations). I collected 99 surveys in total,
broken down as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Share of post-workshop surveys from each municipality
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Each case study community is therefore approximately equally represented in these
results.
The results of the multiple-choice questions are shown in Figure 4. Each is also
discussed in greater detail here.

Figure 4: Stakeholder survey results
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A majority of respondents said that local climate change was a concern for them
before the workshop. Only 4% said it was “not at all” a concern before. However, a
significant percentage felt that climate change was only “somewhat” a concern before,
indicating that for many, other concerns or interests may be more pressing. In the
optional comments under this question, many participants named specific local climate
impacts that were a source of concern for them, in their professional and personal lives.
However, several noted that their concerns before had been vague, and that the
workshop helped to crystallize the issue: one wrote “It was 20 years in the future, did
not see what could be done,” while another said “This workshop was instrumental in
raising the concern.”
There was broad agreement among respondents that the workshops allowed
them to express their opinions and welcomed all perspectives. It seems clear that the
workshop organizers and consultants created a space where stakeholders were
comfortable sharing their thoughts. In response to the first question, many respondents
indicated that the format of the workshop, especially the small groups, encouraged
open conversation, noting that the facilitators had been encouraging and that the mix of
perspectives at each table allowed for a good exchange of ideas. In response to the
second question, participants reiterated that everyone’s comments were welcome, but
a number of respondents noted that everyone in their group seemed to be basically on
the same page already; one wrote, simply, “we did not have a wide variation in
perspectives in our group.”
It seems less clear whether participants feel they learned more about local
climate change impacts during the workshops, or that their questions were answered.
While few people said that the workshops unequivocally did not enhance their
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understanding or answer their questions, many felt that this was only “somewhat” true.
Among those who added an open-ended response, some indicated specific details that
they had learned about local climate projections, while others noted that they had
learned more about the municipal climate adaptation planning process. Fewer
participants answered the question about whether their questions were answered (88
out of 99 responded); many of those who left this question blank indicated that they did
not have any questions when they came to the workshop. Others observed in their
comments that this is a huge issue, and the workshop had just begun to scratch the
surface. On respondent wrote “Such a complicated set of issues, hard to really address
everything -- but a good start,” while another added “this topic often creates more
questions than answers.”
Attendees were also uncertain about how the workshops would affect their
own work in the future. Just under half felt that their work would be “very much”
impacted by the content of the workshop, though another 50% thought their work
might be “somewhat” impacted.
In one final open-ended field, that simply asked participants for additional
comments, most people simply wrote appreciative comments, while several others
offered concrete suggestions (more handouts, better attendance, shorter breakout
groups, etc). I will share all of these with each individual town, and with the state, for
consideration for future iterations of this work.
Overall, then, the multiple-choice responses indicate that participants felt that
they could express their opinions and ideas in workshops, but responses were more
mixed about whether the content presented and discussed had been useful,
informative, or actionable. Together, the surveys paint a picture of stakeholders who
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appreciated the workshop as a useful first step toward climate change adaptation, but
who continued to have questions about how they, and others in their municipalities,
would move toward action.

The role of the “provider”
I did not set out to study the role of the consultants hired by the towns to facilitate the
workshops. While I did talk to some of them informally during the workshops, I did not
conduct interviews, nor did I study the process by which they were trained by the state
or their own motivations or goals for being involved in these workshops. In part, this is
because I viewed my study of these workshops as an exploration of stakeholder
engagement in local climate change adaptation more broadly, and not specifically a
study or evaluation of the MVP program. However, as the people guiding the process,
the facilitators had a significant amount of ability to shape the outcomes of the
workshops, and inevitably, notable findings and common themes emerged from their
facilitation.
A list of the consultants I observed is provided in table 3. I do not mention any
of the consultants by name in my narrative, but I found it interesting to note the very
different styles of consultants who came from a range of backgrounds, with widely
varying relationships to the municipalities and to the field of climate change adaptation.
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Table 3: Consultants in case study municipalities

Town
Arlington

Consultant(s)
Kleinfelder

Consultant type
International engineering
consulting firm

Falmouth

Woods Hole
Group with
Stantec

Mendon

Blackstone River
Watershed
Association with
Mass Audubon

Both international
engineering consulting
firms; WHG is much
smaller, has more of an
environmental focus, and
is headquartered in
Falmouth
Environmental nonprofits
(local and statewide)

North
Reading

Green
International
Affiliates
UMass Amherst
professor and
students

Smaller New Englandbased engineering firm

Stantec

International engineering
consulting firm

Ware

Weymouth

University

Reasons selected*
Worked with neighboring
city (Cambridge) on
climate change
adaptation
None mentioned; many
WHG employees live in
Falmouth

Had worked with both
organizations before on
other projects (including
a zoning and bylaw
review with Mass
Audubon)
Has worked with the
town for 20 years on a
variety of projects
Worked with neighboring
city (Springfield) on
climate change
adaptation
Had previously worked
with the planning
director, who
recommended them

* These were reasons specifically mentioned in interviews with workshop planners; municipalities
also likely had additional rationales for choosing their providers that they did not share with me.

Facilitators were involved in all aspects of the workshop, from planning to followup. Municipal employees mentioned several ways in which consultants had been
involved in the workshop planning, from suggesting additional stakeholders to invite to
setting the agenda for the day. However, local workshop organizers took the lead on
much of the logistical planning, including inviting stakeholders (and using their
relationships to ensure that key people attended), reserving a space and food, and even
in some cases giving the consultant a physical tour of the town.
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The most influential moments for the consultant were during the workshop itself,
including during opening presentations and small group conversations. The opening
presentations were instrumental in setting the state for the rest of the day. In most
towns, consultants gave an overview of the climate projection data provided by the
state, discussing key hazards such as warmer temperatures, increased precipitation, and
sea level rise. However in one town, the consultant did not do this; he simply referenced
some climate impacts in passing, noting that "temperatures are going to be going up,
rainfall's going to be going up.” He did not show numbers or graphs, provide context on
climate change in general, or go into any greater detail. As the rest of that workshop
unfolded, it seemed clear that the conversation lacked focus as a result of this omission,
with participants discussing a wide range of hazards that were unrelated to climate
change. In contrast, in some of the other municipalities, consultants who were climate
change experts gave engaging, informative, highly-tailored presentations about the local
impacts of climate change, conveyed in a way that participants could easily grasp. When
presentations were effective, they helped to provide context for the workshop that was
both informative and accessible. When workshops lacked a presentation on climate
change impacts, or included one that was less compelling, participants were not as well
primed to have a productive conversation.
Many consultants also attempted to describe how climate change impacts
would affect the municipality in particular. At the least, they referenced the downscaled
data from the state; some also tried to indicate specific local risks, though the bulk of
that took place in the small groups. However, one drawback here was that in most
cases, consultants did not actually have a large amount of local data or modeling to
draw from; these workshops by definition were the start of the climate change
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vulnerability process for most towns. As a result, some consultants fell back on
borrowing from other municipalities; for example, one consultant described work they’d
done in another nearby town as “the Rolls-Royce of modeling efforts” and used data
and maps from that other town in his presentation. While this may have been
somewhat useful, since the two municipalities were neighbors, the presentation came
off to me as not having been tailored toward the town hosting the workshop, perhaps
inadvertently minimizing that town’s unique concerns.
In about half of the workshops I observed, consultants also gave presentations
about possible adaptation strategies, specifically focusing on nature-based solutions.
These presentations tended to happen after participants had brainstormed about local
hazards and vulnerabilities, and before they discussed solutions. These presentations,
like the earlier ones about climate impacts, were generally helpful in focusing the
subsequent conversations. However these, too, needed to be tailored to the community
and the audience to be effective. In one successful example, a consultant described how
they had worked with the same municipality several years ago to identify ways to make
their zoning and bylaws more inclined toward green infrastructure. She demonstrated
familiarity with the local context, observing that now, “your bylaws and regulations are
a tremendous asset to your community.” In another town, however, a non-local
consultant described how street trees might be useful as an adaptation technique to
prevent localized heat islands. This seemed somewhat out of touch with the local
context; in a town that is largely rural, wooded, and dotted with conservation land,
planting additional trees is probably not a top concern.
Consultants also played the role of small-group facilitators during the
discussions that made up the bulk of the workshops, and their ability to do this role well
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also varied. In one extreme case, there were no small-group facilitators at all; a
consultant came on his own, and left the small groups to self-facilitate. This created
confusion, as individuals who were not trained in the CRB workshop process attempted
to guide the conversation and fill out the matrix. In all other municipalities, each small
group had a trained facilitator to guide the conversation and take notes. Some
facilitated very actively: in one town, the facilitator asked specific individuals at the
table about their specific areas of expertise – for example, asking business owners about
impacts to their businesses. In another town, facilitators asked guiding questions from
the CRB workshop guide to steer the discussion. Some facilitators had difficulty
facilitating without contributing their own ideas; in one, the facilitator offered ideas for
adaptation strategies, then thought aloud: "I should not be talking." Others struggled to
get input from everyone at the table, in some cases having a conversation with just one
or two people in their group while others sat in silence.
Given the substantial impact the facilitators had on the workshop, several core
team members from the municipalities noted that they wished they’d worked more
closely with the consultants to plan the workshop. One told me she wished they’d been
more communicative in advance, and ultimately, would have preferred for town
employees to have had more control of some of the aspects of the workshop. An
organizer from another town observed that it would have been helpful to strategize
with the consultant about what would happen in the small groups. Another municipal
employee reflected that it was difficult for her to be involved in planning the workshop,
as someone who had not been trained in the CRB workshop process. She noted that it
would have been helpful for her to be trained as a facilitator as well, to know the
process a little better. As she observed, their level of preparation and coordination
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could reflect well or poorly on the town, and if “you’re inviting stakeholders in, you
want to be as well-prepared.”

The impact of local context
This study does not attempt to make any claims about causal links between the
attributes of workshops in particular towns and the specific circumstances in those
towns. With a sample size of just six, this is simply not possible. In addition, there were
innumerable differences between the workshops that may have impacted their
outcomes: their choice of a consultant, the staff they had available to work on this
initiative, their past experience with hazard mitigation or climate change planning, the
day and time they chose for a workshop, and how they interpreted the requirements
from the state all impacted what happened in ways that may have had little to do with a
town’s geography, history, or demographics. However, it is important to recognized that
MVP workshops do not happen in a vacuum; they take place in cities and towns with
rich and complex histories of planning, industry, relationship to the natural
environment, and relationships between institutions and people, and all of these may
have shaped how the workshops unfolded.
In several of the workshops, consultants began the day by asking each attendee
to introduce themselves and share something they like about living or working in the
municipality. It was an inspiring way to start a difficult conversation: in towns where this
occurred, participants mentioned appreciating their city or town’s sense of community,
culture of civic engagement, natural beauty, and public places (such as ponds,
conservation land, libraries, community centers, and bike trails). Beginning the
workshop in this way allowed participants to ground the rest of the discussion in their
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appreciation for this particular place, and their desire to protect it. In Arlington, the lead
consultant was also an Arlington resident; as she introduced herself, she commented on
the fact that the workshop was taking place in town hall, a place she’d been many times
before. She told the group, “I’ve been here to vote, I’ve been here for the Christmas
concert, and now I’m here for climate change.” By including the MVP workshop in this
list of ways she has engaged with the town as a resident, she reminded participants that
preparing for climate change can be compared to many other civic acts, both mundane
and tremendously important.
Workshop participants in every town discussed the tension between preserving
the unique features they value about their town while also adapting effectively to
climate hazards. In Mendon and Ware, in particular, the issue of trees falling on power
lines often came up, but one participant in Mendon noted that people who live there
specifically enjoy driving down narrow, tree-lined country roads. In Falmouth, a town
with very different geography, one group discussed their concern that the town hall was
at high risk of flooding. When the idea of relocating the building came up, though, one
participant balked: "If you move town hall, it's no longer a New England town.” In cases
like these, it became clear that effective adaptation could be in tension with a
municipality’s identity.
The conversations about hazards and vulnerabilities were focused on local
features, and so they different significantly from place to place. In the two coastal
municipalities I observed, Weymouth and Falmouth, sea level rise eclipsed all other
hazards, becoming essentially the sole focus of those workshops. As I talked with a
consultant in Falmouth during lunch, she noted that she’d kept reminding people to
think about vulnerable features in the inland portions of town – as she walked around
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the room, the maps were marked up all along the coasts, with nothing indicated inland.
This is unsurprising, given the high risk of catastrophic flooding from sea level rise; with
such a significant risk almost assured, it was difficult for individuals in coastal
communities to think about less-dramatic threats such as heat and precipitation. The
differences in the level of risk from various hazards really are quite different in coastal
communities, and the workshops reflected that.
My observations in these two coastal communities also reinforced the
importance of not generalizing from individual cases. In Weymouth, I noticed that the
small group conversations tended to be dominated by one or two “experts” on issues
such as sea walls, and I hypothesized that the focus on sea level rise was making the
conversation more technical and therefore less accessible to those who were engineers
or people who studied coastal flooding professionally. However, this dynamic did not
occur in Falmouth; there, I saw groups where everyone participated actively, even
though the focus there was also on sea level rise. The difference in participation could
be explained by any number of other factors: the style of the consultants, the mix of
people in each group, demographic differences between the people at the two
workshops, or even simply personality differences. This was an important reminder of
the need to avoid making assumptions about why a particular workshop was successful
or struggled in certain ways, and to simply identify practices that seemed to work well,
and that can be replicated regardless of context.
While the discussion in coastal communities was dominated by sea level rise
and storm surge, other towns also identified local hazards based on their natural and
built environment: Arlington worried about flooding from Mill Brook and Alewife Brook;
Mendon, North Reading, and Ware were concerned about falling trees pulling down
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power lines on their rural roads; Ware and North Reading both have rivers running
through town; Mendon highlighted concerns about its lack of municipal water and
sewer while Ware raised concerns about its aging and oversized sewer system. The
workshop was designed to bring up these local hazards and vulnerabilities, and it
successfully did so in each community. Differences in content based on local context is a
given in a workshop like this; my concern is less with what these differences were –
though it was certainly interesting to learn – and more how, and whether the MVP
process was successful across these different local realities.
Conversations during the workshops also often referenced each municipality’s
unique character, a set of factors that might be related to, but are not defined by, the
local geography or environment. One of the first things a workshop planner in Arlington
told me is that one reason the town applied for an MVP grant is because Arlington has a
history of doing green initiatives, so this seems well aligned with their priorities. In
Arlington, doing climate change work was seen, at least by some, as aligned with the
town’s established environmentalist values. Mendon, in contrast, was described by a
workshop organizer as a more politically diverse place, with a strong value of fiscal
responsibility. A participant mentioned that she felt good about the fact that the
governor is so behind this program and he’s a Republican – this is a valuable selling
point in Mendon. And, as was mentioned earlier, workshop presenters in Mendon often
made the case that proactive adaptation is also sound economic policy. Participants in
both Arlington and Mendon, based on my observations, interviews, and survey, were
highly engaged in the workshop and found it to be useful. It seems less important, then,
what their motivations were for participating, and more essential that the reasons that
were articulated to participate were aligned with their identity as a community.
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The MVP program made a meaningful difference
Finally, another point that came up in several municipalities was that the MVP program
allowed cities and towns to take a step that they would not otherwise have done, at
least not so soon. The program was simple to access and required a minimal amount of
work from municipal employees, allowing even small towns with limited resources to
engage. A workshop organizer in one town noted that given that her town has limited
staff, offering trained facilitators was very important to her; she would not have wanted
to facilitate this on her own. She also noted that the state training must have been
effective, since facilitators seemed to have all the information they needed. A workshop
planner in another municipality noted that the program simplified what could have
been a very complex process. She observed, “The program is pretty proscribed, so there
wasn’t really a question about we were going to do, but how it would get done.” While
not all cities and towns need this state support to engage in climate change adaptation
planning, for many, the program made the difference between proactively engaging on
this topic and putting it off for another year.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Small group conversations at the Ware MVP workshop. Photo by Ruben Flores-Marzan

In the previous section I reviewed the stated goals and immediate outcomes of the MVP
workshops I observed; the challenges for municipalities in both planning the workshop
and taking next steps; the process and effectiveness of engaging stakeholders in this
work; the role of providers/consultants in this process, and the impact of specific local
contexts on the workshop outcomes. In this chapter, I attempt to draw conclusions from
these observations, ultimately leading to recommendations for engaging stakeholders in
municipal climate change adaptation planning in the future.
These recommendations are directed toward both the state’s Executive Office
of Energy and Environmental Affairs, which developed the MVP program, and the
municipalities themselves. Each of these recommendations could be implemented on
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the state level, which would have the potential to benefit all municipalities participating
in the MVP program, but individual cities and towns can also choose to implement
future climate adaptation planning with these ideas in mind.
Evaluation can take place at numerous points in the lifecycle of a program.
Francine Jacobs (1988) describes five tiers of evaluation, ranging from a needs
assessment before the program begins (tier one) to an evaluation of the program’s longterm effects (tier five). The MVP program is still very new, and it is not yet possible to
assess whether municipalities are making either short- or long-term progress on climate
change adaptation as a result of their participation. The conclusions and
recommendations I make here reflect tiers two and three of the evaluation process:
accountability and program clarification. A tier two evaluation (accountability) seeks to
answer questions about who the program serves, and what value it offers. Throughout
this report, I attempt to describe who is best served by the CRB workshops, and what
goals it can realistically accomplish. A tier three evaluation (program clarification) seeks
to refine the program, helping it better align with its goals (Jacobs 1988), and this
research also serves as a program clarification for the MVP program.
A significant caveat is that I was unable to speak with anyone at the Executive
Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs before beginning my research. As a result,
the goals and desired outcomes I’ve deduced may not entirely align with the state’s
goals for this program. If they would characterize their goals differently from how I’ve
done so here, my recommendations may be somewhat less useful for them. However,
as I’ve indicated throughout this report, the MVP program serves the goals of many
stakeholders: the EOEEA, the municipal employees who organize the workshops, and
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the workshop participants themselves. As I make recommendations for future iterations
of the program, I’ve tried to take the goals of each of these groups into account.
This study offers recommendations based on what I was able to observe and
learn in the six case study municipalities. While some of these conclusions may more
relevant to some municipalities than others, they have the potential to strengthen the
success of future climate change adaptation planning, both in these case study
communities and elsewhere. The Community Resilience Building Workshop website and
guide describe the process as something that can be used “anywhere at any scale.”
Based on my observations in diverse communities, I found that this is true –
discrepancies I observed between the workshops did not stem from their locations or
size, but rather from other factors that can be modified by the state, the workshop
organizers, and the consultants. My recommendations have more to do with replicating
best practices for the workshop across municipalities than with tailoring it for a
particular context, with the assumption, based on the workshop’s contention and
supported by my observations, that it can be implemented effectively anywhere.
My recommendations can be grouped into four categories:
1. Clarify goals
2. Reinforce and strengthen CRB workshop guidelines
3. Ensure that key stakeholders are “in the room” and collaborating
4. Be clear about next steps

Clarify goals
In the previous chapter, I described six goals that organizers and participants mentioned
to me, and in the workshop, when they talked about the goals of the process. However,
both the CRB workshop and the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

87

emphasize one particular goal when describing the program to potential participants:
gathering local knowledge to improve the effectiveness of resiliency planning. The other
five goals I heard mentioned by organizers and participants are either de-emphasized or
not explicitly articulated by either the state or the workshop guide. However, I found
that information-sharing and an identification of key climate change adaptation
priorities were rarely the primary outcome of the workshops, while other goals, which
were mentioned by workshop core team members and participants, were often
successfully accomplished. There is therefore somewhat of a mismatch between the
goals -- as described by those who developed the program -- and the outcomes.
Two anecdotes from the case studies help to illustrate this point. In one town, a
core team member who works for the town told me in a pre-workshop interview that a
major local climate change concern for them was the flooding of a particular brook. Two
weeks and eight workshop hours later, the stakeholders came to the same conclusion:
the town needs to focus on flooding around this brook. Given that the town planner
knew this to be the case before the workshop, it would not be accurate to say that the
workshop unearthed this issue, or that the collaboration of stakeholders helped to make
this understanding possible. The workshop process certainly accomplished other goals,
including developing relationships among stakeholders and helping them reach the
conclusion that the town planner was already aware of – and perhaps improving the
odds for successful flood prevention measures around the brook. But it is not accurate
to say that the town became aware of the brook’s flooding potential as a result of the
workshop.
Another city’s workshop also demonstrated that knowledge-sharing may not be
the goal most served by this workshop format. I found, in that municipality, that often a
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small group conversation ran into questions that no one in that particular group could
answer. There was often someone in the room who knew the information, but she or he
was in a different small group. For example, a group was discussing a recent proposal to
increase the height of a sea wall, but nobody in that group knew how much they needed
to be raised – was it six inches? More? The town engineer, meanwhile, was sitting
across the room, and definitely knew the answer to that question, but the group didn’t
have the opportunity to ask him. If the goal of the workshop were truly to pool all of the
factual knowledge about the town in one place, there might have been a process for
sharing facts across groups. Instead, however, individuals who don’t typically think
about these issues got to grapple with the challenges, and would perhaps follow up with
someone later who could answer their questions. In this case, too, other goals were
accomplished, but information-sharing was not prioritized as the only or even the most
important goal.
In spite of the MVP program’s and the CRB workshop guide’s description of the
program, then, gathering local knowledge about climate change impacts and
vulnerabilities was not necessarily the primary outcome of the workshops in practice.
While information is certainly shared during the workshops, the other five goals
discussed in the previous chapter may be equally important. To repeat from the
previous chapter, they are:
•

Gaining access to state funds

•

Bringing people together who don’t typically collaborate

•

Raising awareness and understanding about the local impacts of climate change

•

Beginning to make climate change adaptation part of ongoing initiatives

•

Setting the stage for policy change
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These last three goals, in fact, rather than focusing on bringing local knowledge
together, actually prioritize diffusing it throughout the community, so that many
different stakeholders can begin to take action. This is a valid and important goal in its
own right, and based on my observations, it appears that it is being accomplished. If the
EOEEA also believes that some or all of these other goals are important, they should
articulate them as well. Not only would the program goals then better match the
outcomes, but more municipalities would be more likely to understand that the MVP
workshop has the potential to achieve a range of goals that they might have for their
communities.
In addition, if these other goals are recognized as important, the format of the
workshop could be adapted somewhat to better serve them. For example, in one
municipality I observed, “experts” from the community, who were also workshop
participants, had an opportunity to share what their groups were already doing to
understand and adapt to climate change impacts. It could be valuable for all MVP
workshops to include an opportunity like this one, in which participants could share
relevant knowledge and expertise with the whole group rather than simply with their
small group. Another possibility for encouraging diffusion of knowledge among all
workshop participants might be a “cocktail hour” or some other type of mingling
opportunity. Whereas currently lunch and coffee breaks are an implicit opportunity to
talk with participants beyond the assigned small groups, a more explicit networking time
might encourage participants to share their own expertise and interests with each
other. Using strategies like these, the workshops could become better aligned with the
goals of organizers and participants.
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Reinforce and strengthen the CRB workshop guidelines
The Community Resilience Building workshop seemed to be effective in all of the
communities where I observed it: workshop organizers and stakeholders in interviews
and surveys told me that they had appreciated the process and found it to be valuable.
In several instances, however, challenges arose when the workshop deviated from the
process in the guide. It would be helpful for EOEEA to ensure that both the consultant
and local workshop planning teams are more comfortable and familiar with the CRB
process. While I was not present for the consultant training, and can not speak to
whether the following items were already addressed there, it seems clear from my
observations that each of these could benefit from more attention.
First, municipalities and consultants must be clear on the distinctions between
hazard mitigation planning and the MVP program. Boswell et al. (2012) clarifies that
there are two key differences between climate change adaptation and natural hazards
mitigation. First, climate adaptation addresses some climate impacts that are not
traditionally defined as hazards such as changes in seasonal temperatures. Another key
difference between climate adaptation and natural hazards mitigation is the
acknowledgement that historical trends can no longer predict future risks, and that
plans must rely on projections based on climate change models. Several towns I
observed had difficulties with this distinction, with some conflating the two processes
entirely. If EOEEA hopes that municipalities will move beyond traditional hazard
mitigation in their workshops, they must be clear about the ways in which this process is
different from that one.
Secondly, because presentations about hazards were developed independently
by each consultant, their quality varied significantly. While some providers gave
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detailed, highly accessible presentations about local climate change impacts, others
showed slides of dense data tables, taken directly from the state’s materials, and one I
observed did not include a presentation at all. As a result, some stakeholders began the
workshop with a solid grounding in local climate change hazards, while others did not
have this advantage. While of course each presentation must be tailored to include local
projections, the state could provide more resources for consultants to draw on as they
plan their presentations. For example, facts and materials about climate science more
broadly could be available for consultants to use, based on some of the most effective
presentations created by providers or by others who do public outreach about this
topic. In addition, while the watershed-level data was very valuable, too many providers
used it in the format provided by the state, without attempting to make it more visually
appealing or user-friendly, which meant that they included large lists of confusing
numbers on their presentations. To avoid this, it would be valuable for the EOEEA to
provide graph or chart templates that consultants could plug regional data into, making
it simpler and more accessible for workshop participants to understand.
Similarly, some workshops very successfully grounded the conversation in a
sense of appreciation of and guardianship for their community. One important way
consultants did this was by encouraging participants to share something they liked
about the town during the opening round of introductions. Others included current or
historic photos of the town in their presentations or invited relevant stakeholders to
speak about related work they were already doing. These strategies helped to link the
process back to the community and place that stakeholders care about, reinforcing their
buy-in in the process. In trainings for both consultants and local core team members,
the state should encourage these practices.
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Finally, workshops might have been more faithful to the CRB workshop process
if some members of the core team were trained in the CRB process. Currently, only the
consultants were trained, and municipal employees and volunteers often mentioned to
me that they would have liked to be more familiar with the workshop structure and
format. A training for municipal employees could be an abbreviated version of the
training provided to consultants, and could be mandatory for at least one organizer in
each municipality. While there are optional webinars for core team members about the
MVP program, which interviewees said they appreciated, a training in the CRB process
could have helped them better internalize the content and structure of the workshop,
as well as a fuller understanding of what they could expect the process to accomplish.

Ensure that key stakeholders are “in the room” and collaborating
The MVP workshop is a by-invitation program, and it’s clear that those invitations – and
the follow-up required for invitees to actually attend – is crucial to the program’s
success. One of the workshop goals most frequently articulated by workshop organizers
is getting a wide range of stakeholders “in a room” together. This was also one of the
features often mentioned by participants in their surveys – either in a positive way,
when they found themselves in a group with diverse perspectives, or as a negative,
when certain groups of stakeholders were perceived to be missing. In a very basic way,
who attends the workshop will determine whether the other goals – of knowledgegathering and knowledge-diffusion – will be successful. When considering who to invite,
and how actively to pursue them to ensure their attendance, workshop organizers
should continue to consider who will be affected by climate change, who will be
responsible for adaptation actions, and who can make a difference as a decision-maker,
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as they do now. Workshop organizers should not simply consider who has information
and who needs information, however, but also how the knowledge and background that
each stakeholder brings may interact, so that participants can reap the benefits of being
in that room together.
One category of stakeholder that was not well-represented in the workshops I
attended were local developers, including CDCs and redevelopment agencies. This may
be a result of the fact that many of the workshops I attended were in smaller
municipalities, which may not have this type of stakeholder specific to their town.
However, their absence is worrisome because in many towns, these stakeholders may
be undertaking projects that make their community less well adapted to climate change
impacts. One often-cited example of this lack of coordination is Boston, which is
simultaneously investing heavily in climate change adaptation while also dramatically
developing their (highly vulnerable) waterfront area. While the case study workshops I
observed did include stakeholders who serve as gatekeepers to development projects –
including members of the local conservation commission, for example – developers
themselves were generally absent, with the exception of a few large commercial
property developers in a few municipalities. Given the key role that these stakeholders
need to play as decision-makers, as well as the potential for their properties to be
impacted by climate hazards, they should be actively recruited to attend.
An area in which municipalities were not always aligned was around inviting
stakeholders from outside the municipality. In some cases, a handful of individuals
representing interests in neighboring towns were present; in others, none were. There
is strength in doing climate change adaptation work on a very local scale, one town at a
time, but there are also significant limitations to this orientation. On the positive side, it
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was clear that when climate change hazards are discussed on a local level, people really
care about the potential impacts. In one town, when participants expressed concerns
about the river being vulnerable to climate change impacts, the facilitator pressed them
to explain why the river was important. One woman brought up the factories and mills
built along the river, which are key elements of the town’s history and character, while
another said “it’s our river, that’s why.” This strong sense of attachment to a place
meant that stakeholders were highly invested in the workshop process and had a clear
sense that they could contribute.
However, in many different case study communities, it became clear that
participants understood that there would be benefits to working together with their
neighbors. In one town, a small group discussed the inefficiencies of having so many
small municipal governments in a sparsely populated, rural area. A participant pointed
out that one town hall could serve multiple communities, noting that now, “everyone
has their own little empire.” In another community, during a conversation about
vulnerable infrastructure, someone mentioned a local ferry terminal, located in their
town, that serves a nearby island. “That would be important to [the island],” someone
said, though it was much less important to residents of their own town. This led to a
conversation about how valuable it could be to have conversations like this regionally,
instead of on the municipal level. A regionally-focused version of the MVP process could
help identify resources – ferry terminals, water supplies, bridges, and others – that are
important in one town, but located in another.
The MVP program already includes an option for municipalities to apply for a
grant as a regional group, and two clusters of towns have already taken advantage of
this. However, the large majority of participants in this first round of the program were
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individual municipalities. To the extent that the MVP workshop is focused on a specific
city or town, rather than a region, it has the potential to reinforce the boundaries
between municipalities, rather than exploring on how they might work collectively to
address their shared vulnerabilities and pool their strengths. To mitigate this challenge,
municipalities that apply on their own could be encouraged to invite stakeholders from
neighboring municipalities, who could provide a perspective from outside their
boundaries.
Finally, it became clear to me, in the course of observing six MVP workshops,
that the unique experience of being in a group of knowledgeable local stakeholders led
to fruitful conversations that were sometimes unrelated to climate change. Particularly
in workshops that were well-attended, there were often people in the room who had
never worked together, but who had overlapping and complementary knowledge about
the municipality. And while the discussion was generally focused on climate change
hazards and vulnerabilities, the conversations sometimes drifted elsewhere: to concerns
about the opioid epidemic, for example, or access to public transit. These conversations
felt both useful and somewhat off-topic. It could be valuable for workshop facilitators to
acknowledge that other synergies might be identified during an MVP workshop, and
perhaps designate a specific time to make these other types of connections, or simply
encourage stakeholders to arrange follow-up meetings after the workshop to discuss
these other issues of concern to their community. The MVP process, by definition,
focuses on climate change preparedness, but it seems clear that collaborations of all
kinds, including those that extend beyond the bounds of climate change adaptation, will
ultimately make municipalities more resilient.
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Be clear about next steps
One of the concerns I heard most frequently about the potential for translating ideas
into action was about a lack of funding for implantation. Stakeholders knew that some
state funds would be available to them, but they did not know if they could access
enough, or whether other sources of funding might be available. While a workshop like
this is more focused on brainstorming than on implementation, next steps could be
discussed in a more general way. Providing information about funding sources for
adaptation projects through the MVP program, from other state sources, and from
elsewhere, could help stakeholders feel confident that some of their suggestions might
be implemented. A clear sense that the projects might move forward could also
encourage stakeholders to stay engaged in climate change adaptation-related projects
after workshop.
Beyond the question of funding, a basic road map for next steps might also help
stakeholders understand how their ideas could be implemented in the future. Moser
and Ekstrom (2013), in a study of climate change adaptation in several California
counties, identified range of strategies that local governments used there for
overcoming barriers to climate change adaptation. These include:
Data gathering and monitoring

Cooperation, formalized partnerships

Research

Political maneuvering

Self-education and learning

Lobbying

Information sharing

Taking lead, assuming leadership

Creating awareness among staff, public,
stakeholders

Prioritizing
Staffing changes

Communication

Finding, fundraising, financing

Networking/informal relationship
building

Policy and management changes
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(Moser and Ekstrom, 2013, p184)
Some of these steps are begun during the MVP workshop itself, but taken all together,
this list provides a menu of options that municipalities can choose from as they consider
what their next steps might be for turning their priority concerns into actionable
projects. Consultants could work with core team members from the municipality to
identify how they might take some of these steps in the weeks and months following
the workshop, as they begin the implementation phase.
With these four sets of recommendations, I’ve tried to lift up examples of
success in the case study municipalities, and to encourage both the state and cities and
towns to use them as a model in future iterations of the program. By clarifying the goals
of the program; ensuring that all workshop organizers are prepared to deliver an
effective program; making some changes in how stakeholders are recruited and interact
during the workshop; and establishing clear post-workshop steps, municipalities can
avoid some of the pitfalls that participants encountered this year.
However, these notes for future grant rounds should not overshadow the fact
that these first seventy-one municipalities took the commendable step of beginning
their adaptation process now, when this kind of planning is still relatively uncommon.
Many consultants made this point as they framed the workshops: the 2017-18 MVP
communities are ahead of the curve in preparing for climate change. While the program
can certainly be refined for future participants, each workshop I observed represents a
valuable step toward making Massachusetts more resilient as climate change hazards
increase. The first round of MVP cities and towns serve as a valuable example for other
municipalities undertaking similar stakeholder meetings in the future, as the
recommendations above attest. Their participation, so early in the life of the program,
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also leaves them poised to turn their adaptation priorities into realities. As one
stakeholder wrote on their post-workshop survey, “The important thing is how we put
what we thought into action.”
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Appendix: Stakeholder Survey
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